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Background 


NextDecade is a liquefied natural gas (“LNG”) development company focused on LNG export projects. 
NextDecade is developing the largest LNG export solution linking Permian Basin and Eagle Ford Shale 
natural gas to the global LNG market. NextDecade’s marquee project, Rio Grande LNG, is to be 
constructed on a 984‐acre site on the north embankment of the Brownsville Ship Channel. NextDecade’s 
common stock is listed on the Nasdaq Stock Market under the symbol “NEXT.” NextDecade is 
headquartered in Houston, Texas.  


NextDecade and its stakeholders – including but not limited to global LNG customers, U.S. gas 
producers, midstream companies, vendors, contractors, shareholders, and employees – have an interest 
in the outcome of the FAA’s proceedings in this matter. 


Rio Grande LNG comprises the largest privately funded infrastructure project in the State of Texas. The 
project will be constructed pursuant to a lump‐sum turnkey engineering, procurement, and construction 
contract executed with Bechtel Oil, Gas, and Chemicals in May 2019. Bechtel is the world’s leading LNG 
EPC contractor, having constructed more than 30 percent of the liquefaction capacity in the world, 
including seven liquefaction trains to‐date on the U.S. Gulf Coast. 


Rio Grande LNG is expected to contribute more than $35 billion to U.S. GDP during the construction 
phase, and more than $550 million per year during operations. At full scale, the facility will be capable of 
producing 27 million metric tonnes of LNG per year for export to markets around the world. Rio Grande 
LNG will create thousands of direct and indirect jobs during construction and ongoing operations, 
driving increased revenues to local businesses in Cameron County and throughout the Rio Grande 
Valley. In addition to maximizing local hiring, NextDecade has committed to enhancing youth education, 
utilizing local training facilities, promoting safe work environments, and supporting improvements to the 
Brownsville Ship Channel.  


FERC NEPA Review  


LNG facilities in the United States are subject to extensive federal and state regulatory standards. To 
satisfy NEPA requirements, FERC evaluated the potential environmental impacts of Rio Grande LNG in 
an environmental impact statement (“EIS”) issued in April 2019. In addition to the FAA, several other 
agencies cooperated with FERC in the preparation of the EIS: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast 
Guard, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration 
(National Marine Fisheries Service), and U.S. Department of Energy.  


Cooperating agencies – including the FAA – have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to 
resources potentially affected and thus participated in the NEPA analysis of Rio Grande LNG. As part of 
the NEPA analysis, the FAA assisted FERC in “evaluating impacts on and from the SpaceX rocket launch 
facility in Cameron County … Specific recommends [were] included [in the final EIS] to address potential 
impacts from rocket launch failures on [Rio Grande LNG].”  


In March 2017, and as requested by FERC, NextDecade filed a third‐party analysis of “potential future 
space launch missions at the SpaceX … launch site.” This analysis was completed by ACTA, Inc., a 
recognized subject matter expert in the evaluation of a range of safety hazards and risks from launch 
vehicle debris, blasts, and toxic gases, for the FAA, U.S. Department of Defense, the National 







 


Aeronautics and Space Administration (“NASA”), and a variety of international companies and agencies. 
The ACTA analysis considered a full range of launch vehicles that met the threshold criteria for realness 
and relevance at the time and concluded that the risk (including likelihood and consequence) of a 
potential launch failure leading to an impact to the Rio Grande LNG facility boundary or the Brownsville 
Ship Channel was insignificant.  
 
Additionally, a Letter of Recommendation issued in December 2017 by the U.S. Coast Guard featured 
consideration of SpaceX‐related safety and security matters through consultation with “a variety of 
stakeholders including representatives from the Brownsville Navigation District, Port Isabel – San Benito 
Navigation District, local facility security, the Brazos Santiago Pilots Association, and Signet Maritime.” 
 
At the conclusion of the extensive NEPA review, FERC issued an order granting authorization under 
Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act to site, construct, and operate the Rio Grande LNG facility. 
 
Frequency and Scope of Launch Operations and Planned Interruptions 
 
The FAA completed a final EIS pertaining to the SpaceX Boca Chica Launch Site in June 2014. The EIS 
covers a 10‐year period from 2016 to 2025 and “assesses a maximum of 12 annual launch operations 
during this time period, which would include orbital and suborbital launches.” The FAA notes that 
SpaceX had not, at the time, “identified proposed operations beyond this time … As necessary, for any 
activity that is outside the scope of [the] EIS and falls under the FAA’s purview, a new or supplemental 
NEPA analysis would be conducted.”  
 
As noted above, the entirety of FERC’s NEPA review of NextDecade’s Rio Grande LNG project was 
conducted in the years following the completion of the SpaceX EIS. The plans and conclusions of 
multiple federal agencies and community stakeholders as they relate to the safe coexistence of SpaceX 
with other interests were formulated, relying on FAA’s statements regarding the “maximum 12 annual 
launch operations … including launches of the Falcon 9, a maximum of two Falcon Heavy launches, 
and/or associated mission rehearsals and static fire engine testing, through the year 2025.”6  
 
Additional interruptions due to unplanned experimental events may cause our EPC contractor, 
operations staff, and other personnel to take shelter with an unknown frequency, resulting in 
substantial impact to cost and schedule, as well as potential interference with vessel operations. We 
request the FAA consider the potential consequential effect to other industries should SpaceX be 
permitted to meaningfully exceed previously disclosed maximums. 
 
Other Considerations  
 
It is important that SpaceX be required to provide regular and reliable information regarding its planned 
operations at the Boca Chica Launch Site. This will ensure the safe and efficient construction and 
operations of critical infrastructure in the region, including our Rio Grande LNG facility.  
 
Emergency Response and Planning 
 
In accordance with various federal standards and to ensure the safety and security of our personnel, 
NextDecade has established an Emergency Response Plan (“ERP”) which accounts for all anticipated 


 
6 https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/ast/environmental/nepa_docs/review/launch/spacex_texas_launch_site_environmental_impact_statement/ 







 


events, including those resulting from planned rocket launch and recovery efforts. As a good corporate 
citizen, SpaceX must include industrial interests within impact zones in emergency response planning. 
Reliable communications will help to minimize disruption to industrial and marine activities in the region 
and mitigate potential impact to the liability of the federal government due to indemnification by the 
federal government for losses above $3.1 billion.7 FAA should note that NextDecade’s Health, Safety, 
Security, and Environment (“HSSE”) team is keen to engage with SpaceX counterparts to promote the 
health and safety of the human environment and sustainment of indigenous flora and fauna.  
 
Offshore Area Clearing and Facility Closures 
 
On the day of a launch, Boca Chica Beach and portions of State Highway 4 are closed to the public. While 
closures are only on to the south of the Brownsville Ship Channel and do not impact the Channel itself, 
such closures have become near‐daily (including, for example, every day this week) and have indeed 
disrupted access to recreational facilities frequented by those who live, work, and recreate in Cameron 
County. As part of a coastal management plan, SpaceX was to develop a plan for clearing offshore areas 
to ensure public health and safety. Clearing activities include boat patrol and helicopter sweeps 
conducted by the U.S. Coast Guard. Increased scope and frequency of SpaceX’s disruptive activities may 
also have implications for the extent and duration of offshore area clearing. 
 
Storage and Handling of Propellant Fuel  
 
Energy infrastructure projects in South Texas have been subjected to appropriate regulatory scrutiny to 
ensure compliance and consistency with standards maintained by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration and the National Fire Protection Association (“NFPA”), among others. While it is 
standard practice that facilities that store and utilize flammable liquids be required to model vapor 
cloud dispersion and design for blast overpressure, it is unclear to what extent NFPA reviews have been 
required of the SpaceX facility. It is also unclear what Process Safety Management guidelines have been 
incorporated in the design of the storage facility to accommodate requisite fuel quantities and 
conditions. Given the potential for now even larger quantities of fuel to be stored at the Boca Chica 
Launch Site, further modeling, review, and approval protocols must be applied to ensure the health and 
safety of the local community.  


 
7 https://www.ferc.gov/sites/default/files/2020‐05/FEIS‐volume‐I_0.pdf  
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January 21, 2021 


 
Mr. Brian Rushforth, Chief of Staff 
Office of Commercial Space Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
brian.rushforth@faa.gov 
 


Re: Scoping Comments on FAA Programmatic Environmental Assessment for SpaceX Starship Super 


Heavy Project at the Boca Chica Launch Site 


 


Audubon Texas is the state office of the National Audubon Society. We have been working along the 


Texas coast since 1923, focusing on birds and the places they need to survive and flourish. We are also 


leaseholders of multiple islands along the Texas coast, which we maintain, often with dedicated 


partners, for the benefit of resident and migratory birds.  


 


Bird lovers, like space enthusiasts (and many of us are both), often look to the skies for inspiration. Still, 


we are observing the activities of SpaceX and the FAA with concern, because of significant changes to 


the original scope and mission; because of the location of the launch site, situated among state lands at 


Boca Chica and federally protected lands at the Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife refuge; and 


finally, the relatively novel and ill-understood long-term impacts of such infrastructure in this sensitive 


setting. 


 


Since the initial draft environmental impact statement and record of decision (ROD) dated July 9, 2014, 


there have been eight (8) written re-evaluations of the 2014 final environmental impact statement 


(FEIS) for the SpaceX launch site, or addenda to those re-evaluations, so needed as SpaceX modified site 


and equipment plans for the area. While we certainly understand how business plans can and do 


change, particularly in a field as novel, iterative, complex, and uncertain as private space exploration, we 


are also mindful of the underlying goals of the laws which apply to these studies and activities. We 
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believe these continued amendments, changes in scope, changes in the kinds of rockets and materiel 


that will be used, etc. must be carefully considered against FAA Order 10501f, which states, in part 


b. Scope of Proposed Action. To determine the scope of an EA or EIS, 


the responsible FAA official must consider:  


 


(1) Connected actions. Connected actions are closely related actions 


that: (a) automatically trigger other actions; (b) cannot or will not 


proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; or 


(c) are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger 


action for their justification (see 40 CFR § 1508.25(a)(1), CEQ 


Regulations). Connected actions and other proposed actions or parts of 


proposed actions that are related to each other closely enough to be, in 


effect, a single course of action must be evaluated in the same EA or EIS 


(see 40 CFR §§ 1502.4(a) and 1508.25(a)(1), CEQ Regulations). A 


proposed action cannot be segmented by breaking it down into small 


component parts to attempt to reduce impacts (see 40 CFR § 


1508.27(b)(7), CEQ Regulations).  


 


(2) Cumulative actions. Cumulative actions, when viewed with other 


proposed actions, have cumulatively significant impacts. Cumulative 


actions should be discussed in the same EIS (see 40 CFR § 1508.25(a)(2), 


CEQ Regulations). (See Paragraph 4-2.d(3) for a discussion of cumulative 


impacts). 


(3) Similar actions. Similar actions, such as those with common timing or 


geography, should be considered in the same environmental document 


when the best way to assess their combined impacts or reasonable 


alternatives to such actions is in a single document (see 40 CFR §§ 


1502.4(b) through (c) and 1508.25(a)(3), CEQ Regulations).1 


 


Today’s SpaceX activities do not much resemble the plan considered under the original record of 


decision (ROD); combined with the revisions to the proposal since then, fresh consideration is merited 


                                                             
1 From https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Order/FAA_Order_1050_1F.pdf, p. 22, sec. 2-7 
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under a new environmental impact statement (EIS), which would also allow for more transparent public 


comment and input. The standard for whether this may be the case tends to rest on whether “there are 


no substantial changes in the action that are relevant to environmental concerns.”2 We agree with other 


groups that the changes to SpaceX’s actions over the past seven years are substantial and are clearly 


relevant to environmental concerns. 


 


Among the key differences between today’s project and the activities authorized in the 2014 ROD:  


 Nearly doubling the number of hours of public access closures from 180 in 2014 to 300 


today to accommodate the licensed testing program; we are also concerned that SpaceX 


has far exceed both of these hours of closure during operations;  


 The decision to focus on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations, as opposed to the 


initial Falcon 9 plans, which were never initiated. The Starship/Super Heavy launches are 


far larger, more massive, rely on different fuels, and intended to fly into sub-orbit and 


orbit, activities that are not contemplated under the original permit; 


 Changes to the vertical launch area (VLA); 


 Significant changes to the number of “hops” and static fire tests; 


 Upward revisions to proposed pollutants and greenhouse gases (GHGs) or CO2 


equivalent (CO2e). We do appreciate the GHG accounting that has been performed by 


SpaceX and the FAA and we encourage SpaceX to look for ways to avoid 1) venting and 


2) flaring methane and instead focus on beneficial use if possible. 


 Plans for on-site desalination facilities 


 


Moreover, we are generally aware of the kinds of impacts that can result from large infrastructure 


projects such as this, in addition to the impacts from those activities named above.  We are gaining 


increased awareness of the kinds of “forever chemicals” (so-named because they do not biodegrade 


easily and tend to accumulate in soils, groundwater, and biological tissue) that are used in airports, for 


example, in detergents, surfactants, and firefighting foams, and the literature suggests that principal 


environmental impacts result from “fuel storage, stormwater runoff and drainage systems, fuel hydrant 


                                                             
2 Paragraph 9-2.c of FAA Order 1050.1F 
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systems, fuel transport and refueling, atmospheric deposition, and fire rescue and firefighting training 


areas,” among others: precisely the sorts of activities and challenges we can expect of the SpaceX site.3 


 


The substantial changes have inevitable environmental impacts. We are specifically concerned about the 


impacts to coastal and wetland habitats in the surrounding area and impacts to resident and migratory 


birds relying on these habitats. The SpaceX facility is located directly adjacent to the Lower Rio Grande 


National Wildlife Refuge and nearby the Laguna Atascosa Wildlife Refuge. More than 515 species of 


birds have been recorded in the lower Rio Grande Valley, many of which are classified as Species of 


Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) in Texas and three of which are federally listed under the 


Endangered Species Act: the Aplomado Falcon, Piping Plover, and Red Knot. Shorebirds from around the 


world converge on the refuge during the nonbreeding season (September – March) to forage, rest, and 


build a large enough energy reserve to continue their migration to their nesting grounds. Included in 


these wintering and stopover species are two of the listed species noted above, the Red Knot and the 


Piping Plover, which depend on healthy and productive bay and estuarine shorelines and tidal flats. As 


stated in the Biological Opinion,4 “Since Piping Plovers spend 55 to 80 percent of their annual cycle 


associated with wintering areas, factors that affect their well-being on the wintering grounds could 


substantially affect their survival and recovery (Service 1996).” We are also concerned about the 


potential for direct and indirect disturbance of nesting birds which can cause abandonment of nests and 


the loss of productivity in these bird populations. For example, Snowy Plover (SGCN) nests have been 


documented in the vicinity of the SpaceX property. Based on the conditions created by SpaceX 


operations, such as noise, night lighting, and vehicle traffic in areas where Piping Plover, Snowy Plover, 


and other shorebirds are present, the chance for disturbance and impacts to long-term survival is high. 


In addition to the direct impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats, many Audubon members and citizens 


interested in observing biodiverse natural habitats visit the impacted areas and generate revenue for 


local communities. These birding sites are at the northernmost range of many of the observed species’ 


ranges and, therefore, provide the only opportunity to observe these species in the continental United 


States. The lack of access to these places and the degradation of these habitats will not only impact local 


                                                             
3 Environmental impacts on soil and groundwater at airports: origin, contaminants of concern and environmental risks; L M Nunes , Y-G Zhu, T Y 


Stigter, J P Monteiro, M R Teixeira, Journal of Environmental Monitoring, 2011 Nov;13(11):3026-39. 3 


4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Final Biological and Conference Opinions. December, 2013 . Page 32. 
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January 22, 2021 
 
Brian Rushforth 
Chief of Staff 
Office of Commercial Space Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Brian.rushforth@faa.gov  
 
Katherine B. Andrus 
Manager, Environmental Policy and Operations (AEE-400) 
Office of Environment and Energy 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Katherine.andrus@faa.gov  
 
Stacey M. Zee 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Stacey.zee@faa.gov  
 
Dear Mr. Rushforth, Ms. Andrus & Ms. Zee, 
 
American Bird Conservancy (ABC) is a 501(c)(3) organization whose mission is to conserve 
native birds and their habitats throughout the Americas. We respectfully request that the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) consider the following comments during the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) scoping process for SpaceX’s Starship Super Heavy Project in 
Boca Chica, Texas. Given the significant project scope changes from the initial 2014 Record of 
Decision (ROD) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS/the Service) Biological Opinion 
(BO), we are certain a new Environment Impact Statement (EIS) for this project is justified. 
Many of the actions currently occurring at this site are creating far more environmental impacts 
than what was originally planned and operations continue regardless of SpaceX’s blatant 
violations of what was originally agreed upon in the ROD and BO.  
 
The ecological importance of this region cannot be overstated. The SpaceX site is surrounded by 
critically important and sensitive habitat for many declining wildlife species, including the 
federally Threatened Piping Plover and Red Knot. The Service designated Critical Habitat for 
Piping Plovers (TX-01) that directly overlaps the site (see map). Another Piping Plover Critical 
Habitat designation is adjacent to the SpaceX site across the channel that separates the Laguna 
Madre from South Bay. While a Critical Habitat designation does not necessarily prevent 
development, it does require that federal agencies “ensure that actions they plan to undertake, 
fund, or authorize do not destroy or adversely modify that habitat” 







 


1731 Connecticut Avenue, NW, 3rd Floor  Washington, D.C. 20009 
Tel: 202-234-7181  Fax: 202-234-7182  abc@abcbirds.org  www.abcbirds.org 


(https://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/critical-habitats.html). The FAA is not ensuring 
such measures.  
 
The Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), Boca Chica State Park, Brazos 
Island State Park, and Las Palomas Wildlife Management Area-Boca Chica Unit all surround the 
SpaceX site. These conservation areas are home to some of the country’s most diverse 
communities of wind tidal flats, mid-delta thorn forest, and mid-valley riparian woodlands that 
support rare, endangered, and threatened species, making it critically important to ensure 
impacts to these natural resources are minimized.  
 
Furthermore, this area is an incredibly important region for migratory birds, with hundreds of 
thousands of birds depending on Boca Chica habitat during fallouts when they need to rest and 
refuel before continuing on with their journey – this includes numerous rare and federally 
Threatened and Endangered species. While there are some preliminary data available 
pertaining to bird abundance and distribution in this region (prior to and during SpaceX 
construction activities), there is not enough existing information to fully understand the 
impacts that the SpaceX Starship Super Heavy Project activities will have on avian populations, 
other wildlife, and habitats (Critical Habitat designations or otherwise).  
 
Boca Chica – A Critically Important Region for Migratory Birds 
The Laguna Madre is designated as a bi-national (U.S. and Mexico) WHSRN (Western 
Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network) site, meaning it is globally recognized as a site that is 
critically important to declining shorebirds. The Laguna Madre is just north of the SpaceX site 
and contains many acres of USFWS Piping Plover Critical Habitat designations, in addition to TX-
01 which directly overlaps the SpaceX site. According to a recent study (Rosenberg et al 2019), 
North America has lost 2.9 billion birds since 1970. There are many factors that contribute to 
these declines, but habitat loss and degradation rank among the highest. Shorebirds (i.e. Red 
Knots, Piping Plovers and others), a guild of birds already in steep decline, have lost 17 million 
individuals (37% decline) and exhibit the steepest loss compared to many landbird and other 
waterbird populations. 
 
During the SpaceX construction phase, monitoring conducted by the University of Texas Rio 
Grande Valley between July 2017 and September 2018 documented 793 Federally Threatened 
Red Knots on April 8, 2018. This concentration was a migration event and these birds were 
moving either from wintering grounds in Tamaulipas, Mexico to Texas or were making a longer 
trek from South America to the arctic.  Thus, these observations support the Laguna Madre 
WHSRN designation and USFWS Critical Habitat designations. Recent Red Knot population 
estimates of the Western Gulf (Texas and Louisiana) and Texas Wintering populations are 5,500 
and 3,000 respectively (David Newstead, Coastal Bend Bays and Estuaries, personal 
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communication). Considering these numbers, that means that 14.4% to 26.4% of those 
populations were present that day – a significant overall proportion of the totals. 
 
Data from the 2011 International Piping Plover Census indicate that approximately 50% of the 
total Piping Plover population winters on the Texas coast (Elliott-Smith et al. 2015), making the 
Texas coast important for the species. During 2017-2018 SpaceX construction phase monitoring 
(Hicks et al 2018), a maximum of 98 Piping Plovers and 205 Red Knots were observed within a 
designated quadrat on the same day. Between December 8, 2018 and February 20, 2019, there 
were nine occasions where Piping Plovers were documented in groups of over 100 individuals - 
those ranged from 122 – 166 individuals (David Newstead, Coastal Bend Bays and Estuaries 
Program, unpublished data). In February of 2009, Sid Maddock observed 239 Piping Plovers, of 
which 32 were banded. Banded birds were primarily from the U.S. Northern Great Plains 
population (20 of the 32) with portions from Canada and the Great Lakes as well.  
 
According to the 2011 International Piping Plover Census, 2,145 wintering plovers were 
counted in Texas, meaning that a minimum of 5.7% to 11.1% of the wintering population uses 
the Boca Chica region (based on the aforementioned observations). In actuality these numbers 
and percentages are likely higher considering there are not regular monitoring efforts occurring 
to consistently account for the number of Piping Plovers using this area on a regular basis and 
during migration in any given year. Recovery plans for Piping Plovers in their breeding range 
recognize that survival and recovery of the species is dependent on the continued availability of 
sufficient habitat in their coastal migration and wintering range (USFWS 2015).  
 
The Draft Revised Recovery Plan for the Wintering Range of the Northern Great Plains Piping 
Plover and Comprehensive Conservation Strategy for the Piping Plover in its Coastal Migration 
and Wintering Range in the Continental United States Volume II (USFWS 2015) recommends 
strategies with specific tasks to minimize threats to Piping Plovers in their migration and 
wintering coastal habitats. Plover species are known to have strong site fidelity, meaning they 
come back to the same area each wintering season after they finish breeding further north (i.e. 
Northern Great Plains or Great Lakes). Research has shown that disturbance doesn’t impact site 
fidelity, so the birds will continue to return to the same areas even if the habitat becomes 
disturbed and/or the quality of the habitat degrades – this results in lower survival overall 
(Gibson et al 2018). Current and proposed SpaceX activities are both a direct threat and a 
disturbance to the birds, which justifies a full EIS to fully evaluate potential impacts with 
possible alternatives and mitigation strategies.  
 
SpaceX Activities Require a New EIS 
The 2014 ROD [FAA Order 1050.1F, Section 9-2] states that a supplemental EIS is not needed if 
one of the following three conditions applies: 
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• “The proposed Action conforms to plans or projects for which a prior EIS has been filed and 
there are no substantial changes in the Proposed Action that are relevant to environmental 
concerns.”; 


•  “Data and analysis contained in the previous EIS are still substantially valid and there are no 
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearings 
on the Proposed Action or its impacts.”; 


• “All pertinent conditions and requirements of the prior approval have, or will be, met in the 
current actions.”. 


SpaceX’s activities do not meet any of these conditions. Current SpaceX activities were not 
planned and included in the original EIS (which is now seven years old) or the BO. The initial 
project that was authorized in 2014 allowed for up to 12 launches of Falcon 9 or Falcon Heavy 
rockets each year. Instead, the mission has changed to one of testing of various components 
and rockets/vessels including the Starship and Super Heavy, which are nearly ten times the 
mass, requiring far greater fuel loads and thrust and fuel that is more volatile and explosive 
than the Falcon 9. Testing of the Starship and Super Heavy booster prototypes have taken place 
on a 24-hour 7-day type of schedule with near-daily closures that mostly occur during 
business/daylight hours (0800-1700). The FAA’s Draft EA from May 2020 says “As flight tests 
become more successful SpaceX anticipates increasing orbital launch events” which equates to 
an unknown frequency of testing and launches.  
 
Some of this testing resulted in explosions that put fuselage, debris, and fuel into the 
environment. In July of 2019, the Starhopper hop test resulted in an explosion that set 100 
acres of Boca Chica State Park on fire. After the July 2019 fire, SpaceX installed five water 
cannons as a fire prevention measure. Such measures should be taken for any future 
development that may result in fires, but additional coordination with USFWS and local fire 
agencies (i.e. Brownsville Fire Department) is prudent and necessary.  
 
In 2020, there were at least 3 explosions, some of which resulted in more fires that burned 
smaller areas (than 100 acres) of public lands. These explosions directly impact designated 
Critical Habitat used by federally listed and other declining species, and a new EIS should 
account for these scenarios. SpaceX is proposing additional infrastructure expansion, including 
another launchpad, a natural gas plant, 5 natural gas wells (established via convention drilling), 
desalination plant, solar farm, and towers. No information has been provided to evaluate such 
impacts. Appropriate analyses of noise, light, vibration, release of hazardous fuels and vapors, 
and frequency of these events (along with mitigation strategies) related to CURRENT and future 
activities should be included in an EIS.  
 
Road closures occur frequently because testing occurs frequently, with announcements to the 
public usually occurring at the last minute. This creates issues with access for residents, visitors, 
and natural resource staff to the area. In the FAA’s May 2020 draft EA, it states “Approximately 
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two weeks in advance of an operation requiring a closure, SpaceX would notify the Cameron 
County Commissioner’s Court of the proposed operation date, the expected closure times, and 
back-up closure dates and times.” Under current operations, closures occur frequently, at the 
last minute, and are posted on the Cameron County web site. In one instance, a closure and 
testing notice printed on a pieces of paper were placed on Boca Chica residents’ doors the day 
of the testing. Updated plans for closures of Highway 4 and Boca Chica Beach need to be 
developed, published well in advance, and account for access by residents and refuge, state 
park, and preserve staff (including external stakeholders that support these agencies).  
 
ABC partners and other regional stakeholders impacted by SpaceX activities in 2020, reported 
that road and beach closures reached nearly 1200 hours over 110 days with numerous last 
minute public notifications and cancellations. The existing EIS indicates that closures were not 
to exceed 180 hours per year, meaning SpaceX has far exceeded what was originally agreed 
upon. SpaceX is requesting up to 300 hours (500 hours are documented in the FAA’s draft EA 
from May 2020) per year, which is far less than the closures that actually occurred in 2020. 
SpaceX has continued to increase testing under the existing (non-applicable) EIS and the closure 
hours officially logged by SpaceX do not account for the entire time the area is closed to the 
public – they only log closure hours during the testing period, but in reality, the closure time 
period is longer. The closure data enclosed herein are based on actual closures accounting for 
the ENTIRE time that Highway 4 was closed to the public and natural resource staff and 
stakeholders.  
 
Such actions have far reaching impacts to the lands, wildlife, the public, and the agencies 
working to conserve habitat and declining species throughout the Boca Chica region. With the 
introduction of the Starship Super Heavy Project, it is more important than ever to better 
understand the impacts to birds, wildlife, and the habitats they depend on within Boca Chica. 
Ensuring continued and regular access to this area is imperative to managing the natural 
resources and monitoring bird and other wildlife responses to SpaceX activities. 
 
SpaceX construction and expansion of existing facilities in Boca Chica will further impact the 
environment and wildlife, not to mention the overall project footprint (originally proposed to 
be 21 acres). Over the past two years, much of the upland acreage owned by SpaceX (in 
addition to the launch site) was converted into industrial facilities and parking lots. ABC 
partners working in the area, have documented that there are typically about 400 vehicles on 
site per day, which includes heavy trucks delivering fill material and supplies throughout the 
day.  
 
This influx of vehicles has led to wildlife mortality. ABC’s local partner, Coastal Bend Bays & 
Estuaries Program (CBBEP), found dead animals that include Species of Special Concern 
(USFWS) and Texas Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) that were hit by vehicles 
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along Highway 4 between the checkpoint and the beach. These opportunistic observations 
from 2020 include 47 individuals representing 22 species of birds, mammals, and reptiles (see 
attachment). Lower Rio Grande Valley NWR staff found two dead Texas tortoises (in addition to 
the opportunistic observations), a state Threatened species, on Highway 4 that were hit by 
vehicles. SpaceX’s 2020 annual report says that “FAA/SpaceX employees and construction 
personnel and FAA inspectors will be educated on the potential for vehicle collisions with 
wildlife…with strict internal repercussions, to reduce their speeds along SH4 between and 
within the vertical launch and control center areas to 25 miles per hour.”  
 
We can confidently say that this speed limit is NOT adhered to as our partners who work on site 
have frequently seen dump trucks and other vehicles traveling at high speeds on Highway 4 in 
and out of the SpaceX facility. The current construction activities and increased traffic related to 
this were not evaluated in the existing EIS. “Watch out for Wildlife” signage is obviously 
ineffective since road mortality continues to be an issue. More in-depth education, training, 
and enforcement is needed to minimize road mortality. A reduced speed limit throughout the 
entire complex would be ideal, coupled with enforcement of that speed limit and regular bird 
monitoring that includes searching (and documenting) for carcasses hit by vehicles. 
 
Compliance with Future Measures and Terms and Conditions is Essential 
SpaceX did not and currently does not comply with the Reasonable and Prudent Measures 
(related to Conservation Measures) that fed the terms and conditions in the existing BO. To 
reduce impacts to critically important habitats and species, the following Reasonable and 
Prudent Measures should be adhered to and used as a basis in creating a new EIS. Additional 
comments are presented in italicized text. 
 


- “Coordinate efforts with refuge staff to reduce impacts to refuge lands.” We are aware of 
coordination efforts with the Lower Rio Grande Valley NWR to establish protective fencing. This 
is a positive step in habitat protection and we encourage such collaborations to safeguard 
habitat and wildlife. 


- “Submit a detailed Bird Monitoring Plan.” There are other threatened and endangered species 
monitoring plans that are critical as well; however, ABC is focused on threats to birds and 
mitigating for those threats. 


o Term & Condition: “Develop a bird monitoring plan for pre, during, and post 
construction. Plan should include the piping plover, red knot, and northern aplomado 
falcon, and describe how, where, when, and who will be performing the surveys. It 
should also provide similar information for surveys to be performed during launch 
operations.” ABC strongly encourages the FAA and SpaceX to use qualified staff to 
regularly and continuously perform bird monitoring during all phases of construction and 
post-construction activities. This includes monitoring along Highway 4 to document 
wildlife mortality as a result of increased construction activities. 
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- “Submit a detailed Vegetation Monitoring Plan.” Vegetation biodiversity, abundance, and 
distribution are an important part of the overall functioning ecosystem that birds and other 
wildlife depend on for survival. It is our understanding that vegetation monitoring is not 
occurring on a regular basis and certainly not after fires resulting from explosions. Given the 
impacts to the habitat, especially when fuselage, fuel, and other debris enter the habitat (and 
cause fires), ongoing vegetation management and monitoring is justified and necessary. 


o Term & Condition: “Develop a vegetation plan to monitor changes in piping plover 
critical habitat adjacent to the vertical launch area. Figure 15 depicts the 8.66 acres of 
piping plover critical habitat that will be impacted by the water vapor ground cloud 
extending a maximum distance of 600 feet beyond the fenceline. Take has been issued 
for the loss of this habitat. An additional 1000-foot radius encompasses an additional 
23.51 acres that may be subject to additional changes but the Service has not issued 
take for (Figure 16). The detailed vegetation plan should outline how the 23.51 acres 
will be monitored and action to be taken if changes begin to occur.” Considering the 
expansion proposed by SpaceX, the footprint of the overall facility has changed 
drastically. If the acreage has changed, this needs to be accounted for in a new EIS. 
Figures refer to the BO document. 


- “Submit a detailed Stormwater Monitoring Plan.” According to SpaceX’s 2020 annual report, 
this plan is being updated to account for project changes. We would like to know how the plan 
has been updated and what is different to account for increased runoff that can cause soil loss 
and sedimentation, decreased water quality, and environmental pollution/contamination. Trash 
is entering the ecosystem from construction activities. This is a threat to migratory birds 
(federally listed or otherwise) and overall ecosystem function. While there are guidelines set 
forth in the Construction Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan to ensure trash is collected, 
stored, and removed appropriately, it is still entering the habitat. We are pleased to know that 
SpaceX participates in the Texas General Land Office’s Adopt-A-Beach program and participates 
in beach cleanups; however, additional effort (i.e. weekly or monthly) is needed to contain and 
remove trash. 


- “Submit a detailed Light Monitoring Plan.” In SpaceX’s 2020 annual plan they state they will 
update this plan based on changes to the site. Further, they claim that no light emitted in 2020 
had the potential to impact wildlife (i.e. sea turtles), although we refute this as operations and 
launches did occur at night in 2020 (as SpaceX contradictorily indicates in their 2020 annual 
plan). Like sea turtles, birds can be disoriented by light, which can interrupt migration or short 
distance movements. 


- “Reduce noise related to generator use during construction or operation.” While it appears 
that measures are currently being taken to reduce construction noise, we are concerned about 
noise related to testing and rocket launches. How does this impact birds using the areas 
surrounding the launch pad? Will it somehow maim the birds, cause hearing loss, or result in 
neurological health issues? If so, this would certainly impact the bird’s ability to 1) survive, and 2) 
reproduce and raise young that can be recruited into the population. More information is needed 
and should be included in an EIS.  


- “Reduce impacts to piping plover habitat during security patrols.” Do security patrols currently 
take place? If so, what are the best management practices used to minimize impacts to the 
habitat and birds during security patrols. In SpaceX’s 2020 annual report they say that “no 
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security patrol with the potential to impact habitat were conducted.” If anyone is doing a 
security patrol on foot or using an ATV or other vehicle, then the habitat IS being impacted. Best 
Management Practices to minimize impacts should be laid out in an EIS. 


- “Submit annual reports to the Service.” The 2020 annual report submitted to the Service is 
lacking in content and detail that would lend to more effective adaptive management practices 
and mitigation strategies. The FAA may want to consider designing a template format to ensure 
that the level of detail needed to make natural resource management decisions and adjustments 
is present in annual reports.  


It has come to our attention that SpaceX is not consistently conducting the required bird or 
vegetation monitoring set forth in the original ROD and BO. In SpaceX’s 2020 annual report, 
they report avian and vegetation monitoring being conducted from August 1 through 
November 25, 2020. This is a brief snapshot in time and doesn’t provide ample information to 
understand the context of observations within the seasons of a given year or across several 
years. If the mean group size of Piping Plovers, Red Knots, and Snowy Plovers “showed some 
evidence of a negative slope” (Hicks et al 2020), it’s quite possible their absence is due to 
SpaceX activities or more likely, there is not enough data to draw any conclusions about the 
current abundance and distribution of birds.  
 
Birds and other wildlife are sensitive to human disturbances, especially ones with the capacity 
to generate noise, explosions, pollution and contaminants, vibrations, and other associated 
impacts, such as vapor clouds. Whether or not the activities/disturbances are causing birds to 
avoid the area – this is functional habitat loss and it’s not effectively evaluated by the current 
monitoring scheme. 
 
Compared to the Hicks et al 2018 report, smaller maximum group observations were recorded 
for Piping Plover (26) and Red Knot (7) with a distribution preference for all species being within 
the mud flats (Hicks et al 2020). Future Conservation Measures and/or requirements should 
take this into account, ensuring that mud and algal flats are protected to the fullest extent 
possible.  
 
One of the Conservation Measures requirements was to monitor around the construction site 
for active avian nests during the breeding season (Feb 15 – Aug 31) and to protect those nests 
until they hatch or fail. Our partner, CBBEP has conducted beach-nesting bird monitoring since 
2017 and ABC conducted monitoring in 2019. There was never any assistance from SpaceX and 
no active biologist that we were aware of outside of pre- and during construction activities 
conducted by the University of Texas RGV. Ongoing and regular environmental and species 
monitoring is critical to comprehensively understanding the impacts of SpaceX activities and to 
better mitigate for such activities that have negative impacts. It would be beneficial for the FAA 
and/or SpaceX to hire one or more biologists to assist and further support local stakeholders 
(i.e. refuge, WMA, state park, CBBEP, etc…) with biological monitoring and natural resource 
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management and to build a longer term, more consistent data set so that confident conclusions 
can be drawn about the impacts SpaceX activities are having on birds. Such a requirement was 
outlined in the Conservation Measures, but not consistently adhered to.  
 
Additionally, we support the following existing Terms and Conditions which should be included 
in a future EIS. Additional comments are presented in italicized text. 
 


- “In the event that activities result in the direct take of an ...., piping plover, red knot, and/or 
nesting sea turtles, the person(s) responsible for monitoring shall notify the Service at 361-
994-9005 immediately. A standard methodology for handling dead or injured species found 
during the project is to be established in coordination with the Service. This methodology shall 
be directed at determining the cause of death and ensuring that all data is recorded. The 
finder should ensure that the specimen and related evidence is not disturbed.” SpaceX reports 
“no known take” in 2020, which applies to Piping Plovers and Red Knots, but based on 
opportunistic road mortality observations provided with these comments it is obvious that 
wildlife road mortality is occurring which would constitute unintentional take under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which should be address in an EIS. 


- “In coordination with refuge staff, identify further options that would assist in protecting 
refuge lands and species habitats from impacts that may result from the public intrusions 
prior to closures. For example, vehicle barriers, in the form of short, spaced posts, sufficiently 
close together to prevent a truck or ATV from entering, but wide enough apart to allow for 
terrestrial animals to pass. This could be done alongside SH4 or other identified roads where 
the footprint is already disturbed.” As previously mentioned, we are aware of coordination 
efforts with the Lower Rio Grande Valley NWR to establish protective fencing. Such measures are 
critical to protecting habitat and we encourage these practices. In 2019 and 2020, CBBEP and 
ABC observed tracks from off-road vehicles and/or ATVs/UTVs within the Piping Plover critical 
habitat, some of which came within inches of active Snowy Plover nests (see attachment).  


- “To reduce impacts to piping plovers and red knots security patrol vehicles or other necessary 
equipment on the beach will be driven above the "wet line" to minimize disturbance of birds 
and protect feeding and roosting areas.” It should also be pointed out and updated in a new EIS 
that vehicles should avoid dunes and sensitive coastal habitat behind the primary dunes. These 
areas are also used by migrating, foraging, resting, and breeding birds, as well as other wildlife. 
Further, maintaining dune structure is important since they act as a mainland defense against 
storm surge. More specific instruction on low-impact beach driving should be included in a new 
EIS. 


As stipulated by NEPA, and clearly outlined above, a new EIS is required for the current and 
future SpaceX activities in Boca Chica, Texas. We strongly urge the FAA to pursue development 
of a new EIS that will facilitate maximum public input and to more closely monitor SpaceX 
activities to ensure compliance with such requirements. In the interim, we suggest that the FAA 
closely consult with SpaceX and the cooperating agencies, US Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
National Park Service, to ensure that any current activities and mitigations are more closely 
adhered to in terms of what was originally proposed in the ROD until a new EIS can be 
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developed. Any expansion plans related to testing or increasing the overall footprint of the 
facility should be delayed until the impacts can be fully addressed in a new EIS that includes 
alternatives (i.e. offshore launches, alternate location(s), etc.) and an adequate public comment 
period. 
 
We appreciate your attention to this request and look forward to being able to contribute to a 
new EIS that would solicit public comment. We offer our expertise to the FAA and SpaceX to 
mitigate impacts from activities that may have detrimental repercussions to the birds and the 
sensitive habitats they depend on in Boca Chica and south Texas. Please direct any questions to 
Kacy Ray, Gulf Coastal Program Manager at ABC (kray@abcbirds.org, 614.218.8838). 
 
Regards, 


EJ Williams, Vice President of Southeast Region 
American Bird Conservancy 
 
Enclosure 
 
CC:   Edward Boling 
             Associate Director for NEPA Compliance 
             Council on Environmental Quality 


Edward a boling@ceq.eop.gov  
 
 Mary Orms, Fish & Wildlife Biologist 
 USFWS – Southwest Region 


Texas Coastal Ecological Services Field Office 
mary orms@fws.gov 


 
 Dawn Gardiner, Assistant Field Supervisor 
 USFWS – Southwest Region 


Texas Coastal Ecological Services Field Office 
 dawn gardiner@fws.gov 
 
 Bryan Winton, Refuge Manager 


USFWS - Lower Rio Grande Valley NWR 
bryan winton@fws.gov 
 
Kelly McDowell, Refuge Supervisor 
USFWS - Texas Coastal National Wildlife Refuges 


(b) (6)
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kelly mcdowell@fws.gov 
 
Scott Carleton, Chief 
USFWS – Division of Migratory Birds Region 2 
scott carleton@fws.gov 
 
Kendal Keyes, Regional Natural Resources Coordinator 


 Texas Parks and Wildlife Department - State Parks Division 
Kendal.Keyes@tpwd.texas.gov 
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Highway 4 Roadkill between Border Patrol Checkpoint and Boca Chica Beach 
Opportunistic observations made by biologist working 1‐4 days per week.


Date Species Latitude Longitude Species Totals
2/14/2020 Bobcat 25.96221 ‐97 29709 Javelina 10
3/4/2020 Snowy plover 25.96934 ‐97 20500 Raccoon 5
3/5/2020 Sanderling 25.97833 ‐97.19436 Coyote 3
3/8/2020 Javelina  25.95408 ‐97 31744 Nine‐banded armadillo 4


3/10/2020 Plain Chachalaca 25.96200 ‐97 29136 Common nighthawk 3
3/14/2020 Black‐tailed jackrabbit 25.99755 ‐97.15427 Bobcat 2
4/7/2020 Raccoon 25.96227 ‐97 27695 Cottontail sp. 3


4/10/2020 Javelina  25.96330 ‐97 26193 Texas indigo snake 1
4/10/2020 Raccoon 25.96231 ‐97 27688 Western diamondback rattlesnake 1
4/10/2020 Raccoon 25.96231 ‐97 27688 Snowy plover 1
4/12/2020 Javelina  25.95165 ‐97 33413 Sanderling 1
4/12/2020 Turkey vulture 25.96320 ‐97 26225 Harris's hawk 2
4/16/2020 Virginia opposum 25.95961 ‐97 30941 Plain chachalaca 1
4/18/2020 Coyote 25.96355 ‐97 22379 Northern mockingbird 1
4/25/2020 Nine‐banded armdillo 25.95294 ‐97 32518 Long‐billed thrasher 1
4/25/2020 Laughing gull 25.99817 ‐97.15724 Laughing gull 1
5/1/2020 Nine‐banded armdillo 25.96369 ‐97 26033 Turkey vulture 1
5/1/2020 Long‐billed thrasher 25.96385 ‐97 23124 Black‐tailed jackrabbit 1
5/3/2020 Cottontail sp. 25.96412 ‐97 24478 Striped skunk 2
5/5/2020 Striped skunk 25.93019 ‐97 36648 Virginia opposum 1


5/10/2020 Common nighthawk 25.99217 ‐97.17737 Snowy Egret 1
5/12/2020 Coyote 25.93148 ‐97 36546 Texas Tortoise (state endangered) 1
5/18/2020 Cottontail sp. 25.96266 ‐97 26371 22 species 47
5/20/2020 Northern mockingbird 25.96266 ‐97 26371
5/27/2020 Coyote 25.96019 ‐97 30849
5/27/2020 Javelina  25.96304 ‐97 24930
6/6/2020 Javelina  25.96321 ‐97 26015
6/6/2020 Javelina  25.96372 ‐97 26015
6/8/2020 Javelina  25.95092 ‐97 33993


6/10/2020 Texas indigo snake 25.96190 ‐97 30026
6/12/2020 Harris's hawk 25.95229 ‐97 32999
6/13/2020 Javelina  25.96444 ‐97 24345
6/13/2020 Common nighthawk 25.99549 ‐97.16559
6/13/2020 Common nighthawk 25.99524 ‐97.16632
6/27/2020 Javelina  25.96234 ‐97 27162
7/3/2020 Nine‐banded armdillo 25.96321 ‐97 25229
7/8/2020 Javelina  25.96307 ‐97 26230


7/11/2020 Raccoon 25.95269 ‐97 32711
7/11/2020 Western diamondback rattlesnake 25.93880 ‐97 35962
7/14/2020 Bobcat 25.96674 ‐97 20997
10/7/2020 Snowy Egret 25.96361 ‐97 22389
10/7/2020 Raccoon 25.96218 ‐97 28423


10/22/2020 Cottontail sp. 25.96440 ‐97 24369
10/22/2020 Striped skunk 25.96326 ‐97 25257
10/22/2020 Texas tortoise 25.95172 ‐97 33367
10/22/2020 Harris's hawk 25.94025 ‐97 35852
11/11/2020 Nine‐banded armdillo 25.96360 ‐97 25876







Nest locations of Snowy Plovers in vicinity of SpaceX launch site – Boca Chica, Cameron County, Texas 
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                                                                        This email is sent on behalf of Capt. Doug
Willey, Chair - Air Traffic Services Group (ATS), ALPA Int’l
 
 
Dear Ms. Zee,
 
The Air Line Pilots Association, International (ALPA), representing more than 59,000
pilots at 35 United States (U.S.) and Canadian airlines, appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments during the public scoping period to assist the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) in determining the scope of issues in preparation of a Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (EA) for SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy commercial space
operations at the Boca Chica Launch Site, Texas. ALPA supports a National Airspace
System (NAS) that is safe and efficient for all stakeholders. However, gaps in previous
commercial space EAs require careful review and revision to the EA process. ALPA has
identified several issues that need to be addressed by the FAA during the Scoping and EA
process.
 
Since 2018, EAs no longer evaluate NAS impacts. Airspace impacts during previous EAs
have been unduly vague, have ignored fundamental airspace safety and operational
issues essential to a safe and efficient NAS.  The FAA should consider revising current
airspace evaluation requirements for EAs to include:
 


Environmental and safety impacts to traditional NAS stakeholders above 10,000
feet.
Additional information needed to more thoroughly review and comment on the
intended operation including the flight profiles, the speeds at the altitudes where a
commercial space vehicle will encounter commercial aviation traffic.
The amount of time involved in the operation from take-off, reentry, and landing.
The performance envelope of the space vehicle when operating in airspace shared
with commercial aircraft.
Airspace impacts on surrounding/adjacent airports, based on vehicle trajectories.
Operational impacts for airspace closures such as longer flight routes, additional
fuel burn/carbon emissions, longer flight duration, and delays to access airports.


 
Instead of merely conducting an EA and carrying out the minimal amount of necessary
review and process as established by law and policy, the FAA should be conducting a
comprehensive impact assessment for the reasons stated above.
 
As with any new entrant or technology introduced into the NAS, the safety of existing
aircraft operations must be maintained at their previous high levels of safety, and the
operational impacts must be known and documented. ALPA supports the safe operation
of commercial space activities in the NAS when and where possible and welcomes the
opportunity to work with the FAA and stakeholders to ensure that the operations are
compatible with existing aircraft operations without major disruptions or decreased
levels of safety.







 
ALPA appreciates the opportunity to provide comments during the EA scoping process. If
you would like to discuss ALPA concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Engineering
and Air Safety at eas@alpa.org or (800 424-2470).
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Captain Doug Willey, Chair
Air Traffic Services Group (ATS)
Air Line Pilots Association, Int’l
 








 


 


 


January 22, 2021 


 


Ms. Stacey Zee 


Office of Commercial Space Transportation 


Federal Aviation Administration 


800 Independence Ave SW 


Washington D.C. 20591 


 


Sent per email: spacexbocachica@icf.com  


RE: Public Scoping Period for Boca Chica Launch Site 


 


Dear Ms. Zee, 
 


The Air Line Pilots Association, International (ALPA), representing more than 59,000 pilots at 35 


United States (U.S.) and Canadian airlines, appreciates the opportunity to provide comments 


during the public scoping period to assist the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 


determining the scope of issues in preparation of a Programmatic Environmental Assessment 


(EA) for SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy commercial space operations at the Boca Chica Launch 


Site, Texas. ALPA supports a National Airspace System (NAS) that is safe and efficient for all 


stakeholders. However, gaps in previous commercial space EAs require careful review and 


revision to the EA process. ALPA has identified several issues that need to be addressed by the 


FAA during the Scoping and EA process. 


 


Since 2018, EAs no longer evaluate NAS impacts. Airspace impacts during previous EAs have 


been unduly vague, have ignored fundamental airspace safety and operational issues essential to 


a safe and efficient NAS.  The FAA should consider revising current airspace evaluation 


requirements for EAs to include: 


 


• Environmental and safety impacts to traditional NAS stakeholders above 10,000 feet. 


• Additional information needed to more thoroughly review and comment on the intended 


operation including the flight profiles, the speeds at the altitudes where a commercial 


space vehicle will encounter commercial aviation traffic. 


• The amount of time involved in the operation from take-off, reentry, and landing. 


• The performance envelope of the space vehicle when operating in airspace shared with 


commercial aircraft. 
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• Airspace impacts on surrounding/adjacent airports, based on vehicle trajectories. 


• Operational impacts for airspace closures such as longer flight routes, additional fuel 


burn/carbon emissions, longer flight duration, and delays to access airports. 


 


Instead of merely conducting an EA and carrying out the minimal amount of necessary review 


and process as established by law and policy, the FAA should be conducting a comprehensive 


impact assessment for the reasons stated above.  


 


As with any new entrant or technology introduced into the NAS, the safety of existing aircraft 


operations must be maintained at their previous high levels of safety, and the operational impacts 


must be known and documented. ALPA supports the safe operation of commercial space 


activities in the NAS when and where possible and welcomes the opportunity to work with the 


FAA and stakeholders to ensure that the operations are compatible with existing aircraft 


operations without major disruptions or decreased levels of safety. 


 


ALPA appreciates the opportunity to provide comments during the EA scoping process. If you 


would like to discuss ALPA concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Engineering and Air Safety 


at eas@alpa.org or (800 424-2470). 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


Captain Doug Willey, Chair 


Air Traffic Services Group (ATS) 


Air Line Pilots Association, Int’l 
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From: Timothy Jarvis
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Address to Draft SpaceX EA
Date: Thursday, January 7, 2021 12:26:32 PM


Where do I find a copy (electronic preferred) of the Draft Environmental Assessment of
SpaceX’s plans to conduct its newly proposed operations of Starship/Super Heavy at the Boca
Chica Launch Site?  This Environmental Assessment must be filed with the USFAA for
review and approval.   


I would like my comments on this federal activity to be based upon the actual document,
however, if the document is made unavailable, as before, my comments will reflect the lack of
openness and the need for FAA to drop it lead in the review.   


Sent from Outlook












From: MIKE LEWIS
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Approval of requested Spacex updates.
Date: Friday, January 8, 2021 4:47:36 PM


To whom it may concern about the Space X approval process:
I do believe that in the advancement of technology and the nation as a whole,  the requested
updates should be approved.  I firmly that the governing body (FAA) is stepping beyond their area of
responsibility in even questioning the necessity for their approval.  I believe that the FEDERAL
AVIATION ADMINISTATION, by its very name and charter is in the business of dealing with aviation
and aviation related safety issues.   Should we change its name to the FEDERAL SPACE AND
AVIATION ADMINISTRATION. Since when does the environment, land use, etc. issues come under
the topic of AVIATION.  Stick to what the agency was created to do, Aviation PERIOD. Yes I firmly
believe that the FAA should be involved when the flight safety of aviation, both civilian and military is
involved, no argument. But aren’t there enough other government entities to deal with, on the other
issues. 
Case in point.  Was the FAA required to approve other launch type facilities, specifically Cape
Canaveral, Vandenberg Launch site and several others before they were approved for use.  Yes, I
agree that they are both military installations and came into existence under DOD authority, but the
same issues of environmental and land use issues existed, were they put thru the same exhaustive
process and public scrutiny that Space X is being required in undergo at this time when they were
created.
 Inclosing.  A Little humor and common sense.  Would the Wright brothers have had to ask for
permission to make their first flight at Kitty Hawk in todays  environment.
Mike Lewis
(b) (6)












From: mary.jarvis
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Cc:
Subject: Attached pdf file containing our Comments on Newly-Proposed SpaceX Operations at Boca Chica, TX
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 10:58:40 AM
Attachments: Comments on SpaceX Boca Chica 21Jan2021 (1).pdf
Importance: High


Attached pdf file containing our Comments on Newly-Proposed SpaceX Operations at Boca
Chica, TX.


(b) (6)












From: Steven Massaro
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Authorization
Date: Monday, December 28, 2020 8:17:07 AM


As requested. I will look at reviewing notable documents relating to EIS review and Impact mitigation
measures. 
Comments to be forthcoming. May I contact you regarding this matter for additional information?
Thank you for this opportunity.


t/r
steve


President
Mas-Aero Aircraft Services
Steven Massaro


"If you will not stand behind our BLUE"
  "Feel free, to stand in front of them"


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From:
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Boca Chica Beach
Date: Saturday, December 26, 2020 7:06:46 PM


I am very much against expanding SpaceX's use of Boca Chica Beach.  This is a
state park and a community asset.  We need to keep this area open for community
use.


Thank you,
Richard Hitchcox 


Sent from my Galaxy


(b) (6)












From: Daniel Quateman
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Boca Chica
Date: Sunday, December 27, 2020 10:00:10 AM


Dear FAA,


While I live in Massachusetts and have no say in what happens in south Texas I am both a
space fan and an environmentalist. I am writing this email in response to the ask for comments
on SpaceX's proposed facility expansion in Boca Chica. 


I am fully in support of SpaceX's proposed facilities provided they are built with the utmost
care to do as little damage as possible to the surrounding wetlands and that the gas facilities
proposed eventually become as close to carbon neutral as possible. Boca Chica clearly has the
potential to be the next Cape Canaveral and I fully support this endeavor.


Thank you kindly,


Daniel Quateman








From: Greg Hochgraber
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Boca Chica beach
Date: Friday, January 8, 2021 6:36:09 AM


I absolutely do not support expanding Space X facilities. Boca Chica is one of the last unspoiled beach areas in
Texas. It is next to a wildlife refuge.  The facility has already altered water flow.  I go to that beach weekly for the
peace and quiet and to watch pelicans and other wildlife especially enjoy see ocelot footprints in the sand.  Thought
we were moving to a GREEN Planet.


Sent from my iPhone








From: Michael Gonzalez
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Boca Chica expansion
Date: Saturday, January 16, 2021 9:35:17 PM


Hello,
I write you today in regard to your plans for an expansion site. As a South Texan, I can say in full confidence that
your presence here has been nothing more than a pollutant and eye sore on our community. Your rockets have
disrupted and destroyed our environment / biodiverse wildlife and bird populations. You are actively harming Boca
Chica and the surrounding areas of South Padre and Laguna Atascosa. Do not expand, because this will make things
worse.








From:
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Boca chica beach
Date: Sunday, December 27, 2020 1:59:48 AM


I just really hope that this doesn’t close or restrict boca chica beach access for the public. It is an invaluable area to
us and we couldn’t live without it.


Sent from my iPhone


(b) (6)












From: Marycatherine
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Cc: Faa Contact Scott Gore
Subject: Boca chica village vs spacex
Date: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 10:17:20 PM


A. What toxins are released from the rockets spacex is planning to build?  How long are the toxins breathable after
the launch?  How long are the toxins in the atmosphere?  Are they eternal in the atmosphere and have a climate
changing effect?
What data has supported the use of these fuels?  How similar are the needs of this new rocket to known launches at
Cape Canaveral?  How much study has been done on the long term toxicity of the known older rockets and fuels? 
Where is this data published?  How do I get access to it?  What is the human cost to the pollution of the known
rockets and the planned new rocket?  I reference data suggesting that simply living in the pollution of a moderately
large city decreases human life expectancy by up to 5 years.
B.  How is wildlife to be protected from incineration during launches?  How is wildlife to be protected from long
term toxicity from launches from potential fuel spills and from accidental implosion of fuel while stored?  
C.  What fuel is planned and is it a potential for a terrorist attack or for implosion during hurricane season or when
temperature levels climb?  The Rio Grande is easy to cross during summer.  If a terrorist attacks the fuel source what
is the radius of devastation?  Please recollect that Spacex of their own free will built a rocket launcher within close
range of a village.
D.  How is the FAA going to study environmental impact unless they know the number and frequency of planned
launches?  Have you determined a maximum amount per day per month per year?   Has frequency of launch an
added toxicity which has been studied by an objective group or just self interested Spacex.
E.  Mr Finley from Spacex told me that they are going to use the beach to lower costs of floating up rocket parts? 
Was the FAA informed that they need to evaluate the environmental damage from using a public beach for bringing
in rocket parts?   This is assuming that the state law that beaches are public property and cannot be closed has
somehow been contravened by Spacex.
F.  Spacex via a conversation I had with Mr Finley was asked by me to give the FAA safety regulations to the
villagers in their mailboxes.   We had no idea what FAA had mandated and until I contacted my state senators office
and his liaison contacted one of your FAA personnel I had no idea what your mandates were.  No one from Spacex
had ever written out your mandate so that the villagers could comply.   How will the FAA continue to inform us of
your real mandates?  I should tell you that Mr Finley from Spacex falsely claimed that you had mandated only
Spacex employees could live in the village.   On the basis of this falsehood we need to have access to a truthful FAA
representative.
G.  I have asked your Liason Mr Gore some pertinent questions and he plans to get back to me I believe. 
Thank you for your attention.  Mary Catherine Gerleman Fahey


Sent from my iPhone





















From: George Hernandez
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: CONTINUE the Expansion of SpaceX in Brownsville, TX
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 6:51:10 PM


Federal Aviation Administration,


To the Federal Aviation Administration -


I am not at all concerned about the SpaceX launch site expansion and its economic, cultural,
& environmental impacts on the region.


Please continue expanding!


George Hernandez 
 


 
(b) (6)
















From: Cynthia Hernandez
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Cancel Space X Expansion
Date: Saturday, January 23, 2021 2:27:38 PM


Federal Aviation Administration,


This is extremely harmful to the environment as well as the community. It is unnecessary for
this to be built. Cancel this and invest in the community instead.


Cynthia Hernandez 


Texas 78574


(b) (6)


(b) (6)
















From: Teofilo Aguirre
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Cease the SpaceX Expansion in Brownsville, Texas
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 9:42:06 AM


Federal Aviation Administration,


The SpaceX facility in Brownsville, Texas is located of one of the most impoverished areas in
the United States and the facility only further deprives the area and its inhabitants of a clean
and safe environment. Please deny the proposed expansion for the safety of the people in
Brownsville, Texas.


Teofilo Aguirre 
 


 
(b) (6)
















From: Bella O?Connor  Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Sunday, January 24, 2021 6:22:36 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


This issue is also important to me because progress can never truly be made if we are overlooking steps that might
be harmful. We can't leave any stone unturned because the consequences could be drastic.


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Bella O?Connor 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or (415) 977-
5500.


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Mark Takeuchi  Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Saturday, January 16, 2021 2:31:04 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Mark Takeuchi 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: LaVera Langeman  Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 14, 2021 6:52:43 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


Make Space X pay for their environmental impacts. The rich use our world as their personal playground while the
rest of us try and clean up their selfish greedy mess.


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


LaVera Langeman 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Rachael Denny  Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 14, 2021 5:26:34 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


Wilderness areas in southern Texas and the Rio Grande valley are already suffering severe environmental impacts
from the border wall.  The last thing we should do is add insult to injury.


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Rachael Denny 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Jacoba Dolloff Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 14, 2021 2:50:01 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Jacoba Dolloff 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Chancy Schaaf Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 14, 2021 2:06:01 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I live and work across from Spacex. I want to make sure it is not damaging the waters I work in.


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Chancy Schaaf 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: nancy mellen Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 14, 2021 12:48:15 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


nancy mellen 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Richard Spotts Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Sunday, January 24, 2021 11:54:50 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Richard Spotts 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: George Crouse  Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 11:38:28 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


George Crouse 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or (415) 977-
5500.


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Tara Williams Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 12:00:39 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Tara Williams 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or (415) 977-
5500.


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Andre Mcmahon Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 4:50:03 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Andre Mcmahon 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or (415) 977-
5500.


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Richard McLane ) Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 3:25:26 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Richard McLane 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or (415) 977-
5500.


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Kathleen Mclane  Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 3:24:40 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Kathleen Mclane 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or (415) 977-
5500.


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Pam Evans Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 12:51:16 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Pam Evans 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or (415) 977-
5500.


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Katherine Fryer  Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 2:55:43 PM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


Katherine Fryer 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: jeff hopkins  Sent You a Personal Message
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment for Programmatic EA on Starship/Super Heavy launch operations
Date: Sunday, January 17, 2021 5:44:29 AM


Dear Federal Aviation Administration,


I urge the FAA to conduct a new EIS for the SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy operations currently underway at
SpaceX?s Boca Chica site. From the 2014 FEIS, the objective, launch vehicle, and the size and scope is entirely
different, which potentially may include off-shore launches via Super Heavy-class spaceports, Super Heavy re-
landing on the launch stand, simultaneous launches, and a resort.


FAA should consider not just the ?proposed project? and ?no action? alternatives, but also other alternatives that
include launches of Starship from an offshore platform or moving Starship launches to Cape Canaveral, for which
the necessary infrastructure already exists and is situated further away from National Wildlife Refuges and/or state
park land.


A new cumulative analysis needs to be conducted. A 3rd-party launch failure analysis is needed due to the proximity
of Port Isabel, Long Island Village and potentially three LNG export terminals within five miles of the launch site.
Additionally, an analysis of the potential impacts to the proposed Jupiter LLC project, a crude upgrading, processing
and export facility which includes an offshore VLCC loading facility six miles offshore.


A new biological opinion is needed. The Starship is much larger, there will be more testing, more beach closures,
and more traffic where endangered wildlife is present. More closures of Boca Chica beach will result in increased
inaccessibility to monitoring of endangered sea turtle nesting sites.


Additionally, I request the FAA enforce and/or hold SpaceX accountable to their required mitigation.


Sincerely,


jeff hopkins 


This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an individual associated with Sierra Club.
If you need more information, please contact Lillian Miller at Sierra Club at core help@sierraclub.org or 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)


(b) (6)












From: Alan Bosse
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comment on SpaceX Project
Date: Saturday, December 26, 2020 8:40:08 PM


I live in Brownsville and have watched SpaceX grow at an amazing rate over the last few months. I
fully support the project as a whole and believe the area will benefit substantially through a huge
boost in employment as well as a host of peripheral businesses. Not to mention an awesome
branding opportunity for local businesses by having the worldwide spotlight placed on Cameron
County.
 
I have just a few concerns which I think could be easily addressed;
1. The massive increase in traffic on the road to Boca Chica has taken a big toll on the wildlife,
animals are run over daily. I feel the speed limit is too high (55 mph) and the people driving on this
road (mostly SpaceX employees and contractors) exceed this limit by a lot!
2. The road is breaking up due to the huge increase in traffic including many trucks. This is
detrimental to the Brownsville population who use this road to access the beach for recreation. I feel
the EIA should include mitigating the impact on the road.
3. At present, when testing is being done, locals are completely banned from entry into the wildlife
refuge area 15 miles from the launch facility even though the FAA stipulate a much smaller radius.
This is having a negative impact on locals as well as tourists who come to birdwatch in one of the
most unique areas for winter birds in the USA.
 
In summary, I would like to see the road surface improved, speed limit reduced and enforced
(maybe fencing and wildlife bridges would help), and the current exclusion of local people during
testing to be confined to the FAA recommended radius as mitigating factors in the EIA.
 
Sincerely,
 
Alan Bosse
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 








From: Guy S Huddleston III
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comments concerning FFA Programmatic EA
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 2:41:35 PM


From:  Guy S. Huddleston, III
            Teresa Huddleston


To:      Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)


Date:  January 21, 2021


Dear Sir:


We own approximately 75 acres of land that begins a little over 5 miles from the current SpaceX launch area and
continues west with approximately 4,000 feet of frontage on State of Texas Highway 4 (hereafter referred to as the
“75 acres”).


We oppose any action or restriction that will impact the use of the 75 acres by us, our heirs, successors or assigns, or
invitees or guests, to include but not limited to the construction of improvements.


We oppose any action or restriction that will interfere with, limit or prohibit vehicle access along State of Texas
Highway 4 to the 75 acres by us, our heirs, successors or assigns, or invitees or guests.


We oppose any action or restriction that will damage the value of the 75 acres.


Thank you for considering these comments.


Sincerely,


Guy S. Huddleston, III
Teresa Huddleston


Sent from my iPhone








From: Rob Semmel
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comments for the Public Scoping Period
Date: Thursday, December 24, 2020 12:33:45 PM


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Review for continuing
operations at the SpaceX Boca Chica facility in Texas.


My interest in the project stems from a lifelong interest in the US Space Program.  I remember
watching as Neil Armstrong walked on the moon.  That inspiring moment helped guide me
into a career in metallurgical engineering.  I closely followed the Space Shuttle and ISS
programs that are/were great achievements for the USA.  The technology gained from these
programs is hard to fathom.  But more importantly, the quest for discovery and the potential
for human experiences beyond Earth were made real.


I do not have a background in environmental sciences so I am not qualified to say whether or
not SpaceX has the technical capacity to operate in Boca Chica in an environmentally legal
and conscientious way.  However, I do feel confident that SpaceX has shown due respect to
the wetlands and coastal area in their work so far.  Frankly, setting up the Starship
manufacturing, testing, and flight operations anywhere in the US presents a significant
challenge.  But Boca Chica may be the near ideal location for this enterprise.  The location is
quite isolated, near the coast, and most importantly, close to the equator.  There just aren't
many other viable choices that offer all that Boca Chica has.  While there may be a select few
alternative locations, I'd bet that the environmental factors and public acceptance would
perhaps pose a bigger challenge to success.


I defer to the environmental experts to discuss how the impact can be minimized.  My
thoughts on this Public Scope are more centered on the need for this program to continue in
order to serve the great interests of the United States, it's citizens, and the human race as a
whole.


SpaceX has clearly stated what their goal is...to create the technology to allow humans to live
off planet Earth.  While many may see this as an exercise in futility, SpaceX has set a clear
path to start the journey.  Like it or not, sooner or later, the people of planet Earth will need to
leave and expand into other places in space in order for the human race to survive.  Earth has
an expiration date.  While it may (or may not) be many many years away, someone needs to
get a plan together to make it happen.  At this point, SpaceX is the only enterprise on Earth
that is taking on this exceptionally difficult challenge.


With all due respect to the other aerospace companies around the world, I don't believe they
have the will or courage to take on this challenge.  Financing is certainly a big reason, but I
think the lack of vision and focus is a bigger obstacle for them.  Elon Musk and his team are
demonstrating in very tangible ways that they are committed.  While NASA can assist, they
are clearly being dragged forward by SpaceX.  


In my view, the FAA, EPA, Fish and Game, and all other government agencies should
acknowledge the significant achievement and aspirations of SpaceX and work with them to
drive this important project forward.  Creating roadblocks and setbacks is not in the best long
term interests of the USA.  Leading in space technology is one positive we have enjoyed over
the last 50 years.  To slow down progress now will certainly allow other nations to catch up.







and even take the lead.  


I am not saying to just let SpaceX do whatever they want in Boca Chica.  I am asking that they
be given every opportunity to succeed.  They have shown they can compromise.  They have
shown that they can innovate.  They have shown that they value human life.  While our
government agencies have real responsibilities to the environment and the preservation of our
great country's natural resources, I believe that they should also work in partnership with
SpaceX to make the Boca Chica facility the best it can be.  Certainly there will be some
impact.  But the broader interests of national security and  technological leadership should be
balanced with any potential environmental impact.  


No other government or company is taking such impressive actions to facilitate the potential
future existence of the human race than Space Explorations Technologies. 
Our government agencies should absolutely work constructively with them and not against
them.


Respectfully,
Rob Semmel
Dyersburg, Tennessee








  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


  







A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   


the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


As   a   resident   of   Brownsville   my   entire   life,   I   believe   we   deserve   a   new   cumulative   analysis   in   our   


area.    Elon   Musk   once   said   in   an   interview   that   if   a   ship   failed   he   wasn’t   worried   since   no   people   lived   


near   by,   he   was   certainly   wrong.    We   live   here   and   deserve   consideration   of   our   environment   and   


health.    We   can’t   allow   outside   people   destroy   our   homes.    I   ask   that   we   be   given   the   right   of   a   


healthy   environment   to   live   in   for   ourselves   and   future   generations.      


Claudia   Hernandez   


Brownville,   TX   


  







  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


Greetings,   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   







A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   


the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Boca   Chica   Beach,   South   Padre   Island   and   the   entire   Texas   Coast   provide   habitat   for   so   many   


animals   and   various   creatures.   Aside   from   this   it   is   also   home   and   a   dear   destination   for   so   many   


people.   As   adjustments   are   being   made   in   this   project   I   hope   and   expect   for   the   proper   precautions   


to   be   made   in   order   to   maintain   the   environment   of   our   Texas   Gulf   Coast.   


Kind   Regards,   


Danielle   Cole   


Rockport,   TX   


  







  


  


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   third   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   


due   to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   in   the   7   years   since   2014,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   so   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   


beach   closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   


is   present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Greg   Sells   
Austin,   TX   


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


My   family   and   I   request   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   


operations   currently   underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.     


As   I   understand   it,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   entirely   different   from   the   2014   IES:   the   


launch   mechanism   is   different,   the   size   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   


may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   


launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


  







A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   


the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


James   Seifert   


Brownsville,   TX   







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


I   have   spent   much   of   my   adult   life   dividing   my   time   between   our   home   in   Kentucky,   and   my   ancestral  


home   in   the   Rio   Grande   Valley.    Our   valley   base   is   in   Laguna   Vista,   and   my   husband   and   I   are   


considering   a   retirement   in   there,   as   he   also   has   Texas   ties.   


Over   the   years,   we   have   been   delighted   by   the   increase   in   environmental   tourism   in   the   valley.   The   


flora   and   fauna   in   the   RGV   are   truly   a   gift   to   us   all   and   unique   in   the   US.   People   come   to   the   Valley   


from   all   over   the   world   to   enjoy   natures   gifts,   the   lovely   climate,   and   the   hospitable   people.   


Nature   provides   a   huge   economic   engine   for   the   Valley.  


We   have   never   understood   why   this   experimental   space   base   was   allowed   to   be   erected   on   such   an   


environmentally   sensitive   site,   where   it   could   be   decimated   by   the   next   hurricane   or   also   easily   


destroyed   by   a   terrorist   attack   from   Mexico.    As   the   recent   launch   demonstrates,   even   though   many   


things   go   right,   some   things   can   go   horribly   wrong,   as   did   the   vehicle   which   exploded   upon   landing.     







This   company   has   several   locations   spread   around   the   US.   The   Boca   Chica   site   was   a   mistake   from   


the   start,   and   every   permit   involved   should   be   reviewed.   It   is   an   environmental   disaster,   and   an   


affront   to   the   burgeoning   tourist   industry.   


June   de   la   Garza   Dorsett   


Lexington,   Kentucky   


Laguna   Vista,   Texas   


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


I   have   spent   much   of   my   adult   life   dividing   my   time   between   our   home   in   Kentucky,   and   my   ancestral  


home   in   the   Rio   Grande   Valley.    Our   valley   base   is   in   Laguna   Vista,   and   my   husband   and   I   are   


considering   a   retirement   in   there,   as   he   also   has   Texas   ties.   


Over   the   years,   we   have   been   delighted   by   the   increase   in   environmental   tourism   in   the   valley.   The   


flora   and   fauna   in   the   RGV   are   truly   a   gift   to   us   all   and   unique   in   the   US.   People   come   to   the   Valley   


from   all   over   the   world   to   enjoy   natures   gifts,   the   lovely   climate,   and   the   hospitable   people.   


Nature   provides   a   huge   economic   engine   for   the   Valley.  


We   have   never   understood   why   this   experimental   space   base   was   allowed   to   be   erected   on   such   an   


environmentally   sensitive   site,   where   it   could   be   decimated   by   the   next   hurricane   or   also   easily   


destroyed   by   a   terrorist   attack   from   Mexico.    As   the   recent   launch   demonstrates,   even   though   many   


things   go   right,   some   things   can   go   horribly   wrong,   as   did   the   vehicle   which   exploded   upon   landing.     







This   company   has   several   locations   spread   around   the   US.   The   Boca   Chica   site   was   a   mistake   from   


the   start,   and   every   permit   involved   should   be   reviewed.   It   is   an   environmental   disaster,   and   an   


affront   to   the   burgeoning   tourist   industry.   


June   de   la   Garza   Dorsett   


Lexington,   Kentucky   


Laguna   Vista,   Texas   


  


  


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


Dear   Sirs   and   Madams,   


I   live   on   the   Laguna   Madre,   a   very   special   environmental   body   of   water.    Our   region   is   special   with   the   


last   clean   beach   in   Texas,   a   migration   path   for   many   species   and   a   plant   and   animal   population   that   


is   unique   and   some   endangered.    This   is   an   area   long   inhabited   by   native   populations.    And   it   is   


currently   inhabited   by   many   poor   people   of   ‘color’   and   retirees.    Please   take   our   special   area   into   


consideration   while   evaluating   this   proposal.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   







FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   


the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Marianne   Poythress   


Laguna   Vista,   TX   







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


We   have   been   cheering   on   SpaceX   since   at   least   2014,   when   we   started   resisting   the   3   unwise,   


wasteful,   and   deadly   LNG   plants   planned   for   nearby   sites   along   Rte.   48,   between   the   Bahia   Grande   


and   the   SpaceX   areas   near   Boca   Chica   Beach.   Why?   Because   we   admire   Elon   Musk   and   his   


renewable   energy   cars,   ...   and   other   projects.   However,   live   rocket   fuel   and   the   invisible   Methane   pool   


in   the   atmosphere   just   above   the   SpaceX   sites.   Having   read   accounts   of   the   Chinese   port   explosion   


a   few   years   ago,   and   having   grown   up   in   Cleveland,   site   of   horrific   natural   gas   accidents   since   my   


childhood,   I   am   very   concerned   about   a   VCE,   which   would   be   deadly   to   everyone   and   everything   


within   at   least   the   ten   mile   radius   of   SpaceX   and   the   LNG   sites.   Appalling!   Please   go   ahead,   and   in   


the   scope   of   the   EIS,   or   even   a   thorough   EA   which   shows   DEFINITE   SIGNIFICANT   NEGATIVE   


Environmental   impacts,   PLEASE   INCLUDE   THE   increased   risk   of   deadly,   catastrophic   VCEs,   and   the   


economic   and   environmental   harms   that   would   be   irremediable.   Ocelot   and   Aplomado   Falcon,   rare   


sea   grasses,   oyster   beds,   Roseate   Spoonbills,   Brown   Pelicans,   and   the   new   black   rail   which   is   listed   


as   endangered,   ....   are   highly   vulnerable   in   this   region,   and   surely   more   worthy   of   protection   than   a   


few   wealthy   oil   barons   wanting   to   use   fracked   gas   to   make   LNG   at   minus   260   degrees   C.   







Thank   you   for   taking   this   seriously,   because   it   will   be   too   late   after   the   VCEs   and   another   degree   of   


global   warming,   methane   causing   deadly   heat   waves   and   crop   failures,   and   general   storm   extremes   


which   are   sure   to   follow.   YOU   are   responsible,   and   can   help   us   stop   the   worst   dangers   related   to   


LNG.     


Best   of   luck   and   science   in   your   launches,   and   blessings   for   the   new   year,     


Dr.   Sarah   Bishop   Merrill,   M.S.,   Ph.D.   


Harlingen,   TX   


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


The   blast   last   Dec   shook   my   house   and   rattled   my   windows   so   I’m   not   in   favor   of   this   proposal   since   


cape   canaveral   already   has   the   proper   facilities   in   place.   Thank   you.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   







A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   


the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Victoria   Scharen   


Port   Isabel,   TX   


  


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Adriana   Chapa   


San   Juan,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Alexis   Bay   


Edinburg,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Andrea   Gonzalez     


Brownsville,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Angelia   Reeves   


Port   Isabel,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Betty   Perez   


Penitas,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Celeste   Morris   


Converse,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Cindy   Spoon   


San   Antonio,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Elizabeth   Pearl     


South   Padre   Island,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Elizabeth   Watts   


Boynton   Beach,   FL   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Felicity   Hohenshelt   


Jacksonville,   FL   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Gregory   Jordan   


Los   Fresnos,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Hayley   Austin   


Fort   Worth,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Javier   Guerra   


Austin,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Jennifer   Johnson   


San   Antonio,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Joel   Brotzman-Gonzales   


Harlingen,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Joyce   Hamilton   


Harlingen,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Karen   Holleschau   


Mercedes,,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Ken   Orgera   


South   Padre   Island,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Kim   Kirby   


Port   Isabel,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Letty   Martinez-Roerig   


Brownsville,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Lisa   Silguero   


Austin,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Lydia   Flores   


Santa   Rosa,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Maria   Galasso   


Laguna   Vista,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Mary   Brown   


Las   Cruces,   NM   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Mary   Elizabeth   Hollmann   


Brownsville,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Mary   Volz   


Laguna   Vista,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Nohemi   Benitez   


Donna,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Patricia   Garcia   


Brownsville,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Raymond   Everitt   


Brownsville,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Roel   Cantu   


Mission,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Sharon   Croissant   


Laguna   Vista,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Terence   Garrett   


Laguna   Vista,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Teresa   Saldivar   


Brownsville,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Vida   Casas   


South   Padre   Island,   TX   


  


  


  







  


JANUARY   21,   2021   


Re:   SpaceX   proposal   to   conduct   Starship/Super   Heavy   launch   operations   from   the   Boca   Chica   


Launch   Site   in   Cameron   County,   Texas.   


I   urge   the   FAA   to   conduct   a   new   EIS   for   the   SpaceX   Starship/Super   Heavy   operations   currently   


underway   at   SpaceX’s   Boca   Chica   site.   From   the   2014   FEIS,   the   objective   of   SpaceX’s   operations   are   


entirely   different,   the   launch   vehicle   is   entirely   different,   and   the   size   and   scope   of   SpaceX   is   entirely   


different,   which   potentially   in   the   future   may   include   off-shore   launches   via   superheavy-class   


spaceports,   Superheavy   re-landing   on   the   launch   stand,   and   a   resort.     


An   EIS   is   in   the   interest   of   the   public’s   concern   to   impacts   that   include   accessibility   of   public   lands,   


public   safety,   environment,   wildlife,   habitat,   cumulative   analysis   of   impacts,   the   unique   


characteristics   of   the   geographic   area   (e.g.,   proximity   to   historic   or   cultural   resources,   parks,   prime   


farmlands,   wetlands,   wild   and   scenic   rivers,   ecologically   critical   areas,   adverse   impacts   on   


endangered   or   threatened   species   or   critical   habitat;   impacts   that   may   be   both   beneficial   and   


adverse.   A   significant   impact   may   exist   even   if   the   Federal   agency   believes   that   on   balance   the   


impact   will   be   beneficial;   the   degree   to   which   the   effects   on   the   quality   of   the   human   environment   


are   likely   to   be   highly   controversial;   and   whether   the   action   is   related   to   other   actions   with   


individually   insignificant   but   cumulatively   significant   impacts.   Significance   cannot   be   avoided   by   


terming   an   action   temporary   or   by   breaking   it   down   into   component   parts.   An   EIS   most   probably   will   


more   adequately   address   the   differences   and   changes   to   SpaceX’s   operations.   Ultimately,   an   EIS   is   


needed   to   predict   and   mitigate   anticipated   consequences   and   prevent   unintended   consequences   of   


SpaceX’s   proposals   of   the   Starship   program   on   the   region   of   influence.   


FAA   should   consider   not   just   the   “proposed   project”   and   “no   action”   alternatives,   but   also   other   


alternatives   that   include   launches   of   Starship   from   an   offshore   platform   or   moving   Starship   


launches   to   Cape   Canaveral,   for   which   the   necessary   infrastructure   already   exists   and   is   situated   


further   away   from   national   wildlife   refuge   and/or   state   park   land.   


A   new   cumulative   analysis   needs   to   be   conducted.   A   3rd   party   launch   failure   analysis   is   needed   due   


to   the   proximity   of   Port   Isabel,   Long   Island   Village   and   potentially   three   LNG   export   terminals   


(Annova   LNG,   Rio   Grande   LNG,   Texas   LNG)   within   5   miles   of   the   launch   site.    Public   safety   must   be   







the   first   and   foremost   consideration.   Additionally,   an   analysis   of   the   potential   impacts   to   the   


proposed   Jupiter   LLC   project,   a   crude   upgrading,   processing   and   export   facility   which   includes   an   


offshore   loading   facility   6   miles   offshore.   The   cumulative   analysis   should   also   include   impacts   to   


climate   change   with   regards   to   the   value   chain   of   SpaceX’s   operations   (e.g.   source   of   methane   


which   is   often   fracked,   condensing   methane   to   liquid   state,   burning   of   fuels,   etc.)   


Considering   the   many   changes   since   2014,   a   7   year   period,    and   the   scope   of   the   Starship   program,   a   


new   biological   opinion   is   needed.   The   Starship   is   much   larger,   there   will   be   more   testing,   more   beach   


closures,   and   more   traffic   to   SpaceX’s   facilities   that   are   in   an   area   where   endangered   wildlife   is   


present.   More   closures   of   Boca   Chica   beach   will   result   in   increased   inaccessibility   to   monitoring   of   


endangered   sea   turtle   nesting   sites.   


Since   the   Federal   Aviation   Administration   already   sent   notice   of   preparing   an   EA,   and   if   the   FAA   


concludes   a   Finding   of   No   Significant   Impact   (FONSI)   we   request   that   the   agency   identify   relevant   


areas   of   environmental   concern,   verify   that   EA   supports   the   agency’s   determination   that   the   potential   


impacts   will   be   insignificant,   and   most   importantly,   identify   mitigation   measures   that   will   be   


sufficient   to   reduce   potential   impacts   below   applicable   significance   thresholds   and   has   ensured   


commitments   to   implement   these   measures.   In   other   words,   a   Mitigated   FONSI   should   be   issued   by   


the   responsible   FAA   official.   Additionally,   I   request   the   FAA   enforce   and/or   hold   SpaceX   accountable   


to   their   required   mitigation.   Not   all   original   29   conditions   from   the   EIS   of   2014   were   adhered   to   by   


SpaceX.   


Virginia   Gelineau   


Palmview,   TX   


  


  


  








From: Patrick Anderson
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comments of 44 Individuals Regarding Starship Super Heavy Project
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 5:08:53 PM
Attachments: Comments of 44 Individuals.pdf


Attached are comments from 44 individuals regarding the preparation of a Programmatic EA for SpaceX
Starship Super Heavy Project at the Boca Chica Launch Site.


Thank you,


Patrick Anderson


Save RGV, Board Member
Lower Rio Grande Valley Sierra Club, Chair








From: jamie robinson
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comments on FAA Programmatic Environmental Assessment SpaceX
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 3:48:39 AM


To the FAA under the email address provided for public response.


Comments on FAA Programmatic Environmental Assessment SpaceX


I, Jamie Robinson, am a native Texan and grew up in the lower Rio Grande Valley area,
mainly Brownsville. I spent alot of time enjoying Boca Chica Beach with friends and family. I
have many concerns since SpaceX was permitted to build a testing launch facility in this
location. Mainly, lack of access to a public beach, environmental impacts to both soil and
ground water, along with air emissions, wildlife impacts to our Ecosystems and finally
SpaceX not adhering to the terms in the July 2014 Record of Decision.


Because of my above concerns that I will address, I believe a new EIS should be conducted
because the regulatory requirements for an Environmental Impact
Statement are more detailed and rigorous than the requirements for
an Environmental Assessment. And there are significant new circumstances and
information relevant to the environmental effects that have bearing on the proposed
action or its impacts relevant to SpaceX.


First, they exceeded the allotted time for closures which effected not only my access to
enjoy the beach but other locals and tourists who intended on visiting and fishing the
coastal waters. I am sure you will be receiving many comments on specific details on
hours that SpaceX closed for testing, so I won't address the specifics.


I am very concerned on the impact to the soil and ground water at his launch site. On
May 29, 2020, a SpaceX vehicle released LNG or propellant onto the launch surface. I
understand that it exploded and possibly all the released propellant was burned. A robot
dog was sent into the area after the fire was distinguished to verify levels for human
contact and possible clean up. When vehicles explode, what air emissions are being
released? Does SpaceX have equipment in place to measure these emissions? What
effects to wildlife and humans if air emissions are released that exceed Federal standards.
Has SpaceX tested the ground water for any impacts to to releases or explosions. Have
they tested the soil around the launch area for impacts. A new EIS would address these
concerns.


FYI the May 29th explosion was reported in a Reuters article:


Early indications were that an issue with the umbilical connections to the vehicle leaked significant


quantities of propellant near the base of the vehicle.


SpaceX CEO Elon Musk later confirmed to Reuters reporter Joey Roulette that the problem was







related to the quick disconnect system


During the testing of the quick disconnects, the system malfunctioned – spilling large amounts of


propellant. This could be seen during NASASpaceflight’s live stream of the test.


The propellant eventually ignited, leading to a large explosion. It is not entirely clear what the


ignition source was, but a still frame from the NASASpaceflight broadcast shows that the ignition


occurred near the base of the vehicle.


My other concern are the areas that may be susceptible to future release and if those
areas are lined, bermed or have sufficient containment area to prevent release of
chemicals into the ground, ground water, Gulf of Mexico and Rio Grande. And what if a
vehicle explodes outside the launch area. What impact to the environment will that
entail. There are no assurances.


I wanted to let you know that SpaceX has not registered their Above Ground Tanks that
have liquefied natural gas.(LNG) which is a petroleum product. The gas stream is
typically separated into the Liquefied Petroleum fractions (butane and propane), which
can be stored in liquid form at relatively low pressure, and the lighter
ethane and methane fractions. These lighter fractions of methane and ethane are
then liquefied to make up the bulk of LNG.


Also, I am concerned if the ASTs have containment built around them in case of leakage
or spills. Based on drive bys, I could not confirm containment or berms around the
ASTs. Another new consideration that was not in the July 2014 Record of Decision.


Artificial Lights


Next, SpaceX runs their operations 24/7. So at night there are very bright lights glaring
on the Control Center and Launch site. This is a major concern that was not addressed in
the July 2014 Record of Decision. The Glare from the lighting systems a SpaceX should
be minimized for both the workers and any adjacent motorist. The glare should be
considered from each direction and it seems to effect all approaching traffic on the
roadway. The lighting should be at a downward angle. It also is effecting some of the
residents homes which is effectively causing possible health issues due to no sleep
because of the glare from the lighting at the Control Center.


According to OSHA Standards, illumination for General construction area is 5 foot-
candles. A foot candle (fc) is defined as unit of illumination that is equal to one lumen
per square foot, or 10.764 lux. I believe this needs to addressed in a new EIS since again
not considered in the July Record of Decision.







Artificial Lights Disrupt the World’s Ecosystems


Birds that migrate or hunt at night navigate by moonlight and starlight. SpaceX artificial
light or light pollution can cause them to wander off course and towards danger towards
dangerous landscape. Migratory birds depend on cues from properly timed seasonal
schedules. Artificial lights can cause them to migrate too early or too late and miss ideal
climate conditions for nesting, foraging and other behaviors.


Nocturnal animals sleep during the day and are active at night. Light pollution radically
alters their nighttime environment by turning night into day. 


According to research scientist Christopher Kyba, for nocturnal animals, “the
introduction of artificial light probably represents the most drastic change human beings
have made to their environment.” 


“Predators use light to hunt, and prey species use darkness as cover,” Kyba explains. 


Glare from artificial lights can also impact wetland habitats that are home to amphibians
such as frogs and toads, whose nighttime croaking is part of the breeding ritual. Artificial
lights disrupt this nocturnal activity, interfering with reproduction and reducing
populations. Again, another aspect to consider by conducting a more thorough EIS.


Artificial Lights Can Lead Baby Sea turtles to their Demise 


Sea turtles live in the Gulf of Mexico but hatch at night on the beach. Hatchlings find the
sea by detecting the bright horizon over the Gulf. Artificial lights draw them away from
the Gulf. Another consideration for a thorough EIS.


Ecosystems: Everything is Connected 


Many insects are drawn to light, but artificial lights can create a fatal attraction.
Declining insect populations negatively impact all species that rely on insects for food or
pollination. Some predators exploit this attraction to their advantage, affecting food webs
in unanticipated ways.


I'm sure you will be receiving comments from the Texas Fish and Wildlife, so I shall
endorse their concerns about the effects to the wildlife by the actions of SpaceX.


My last and biggest concern is the fact the SpaceX did not commit to the following
requirement stated in the July Record of Decision concerning coordinating with Txdot to
maintain clear shoulders on road edges to allow drivers to more easily see wildlife along
the road edge and reduce potential incident of vehicle/wildlife collisions.







SpaceX and the local county sheriff department has allowed automobiles to park along
the road edges in front of the Command Center for the last 3 years. At least 50 trucks and
cars 24/7 are parked there to go work for SpaceX. I don't know if they are employees or
contractors. But this specific directive in the July Record of Decision was not upheld. So
what other directives in the July Record of Decision have not been adhered to by
SpaceX.


Because of this lack of responsibility, a tractor trailer was parked on the road edge and
partly in the lane near the Control Center in the dark and a family coming back from
Boca Chica Beach collided into the commercial vehicle and the father was killed and the
son possible paralyzed for life.


SpaceX is accountable for this incident and cars parked on the road edge because they
are not providing enough parking within the facility for the workers or commercial
vehicles with deliveries to be off the road edge. This is reckless and illegal conduct by
SpaceX.


Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns and I ask that you require an
EIS be conducted because alot has changed since July 2014 now that SpaceX is in
operation.


Regards,


Jamie Robinson 
(b) (6)












From:
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comments on FAA Programmatic Environmental Assessment SpaceX
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 6:55:18 PM


To whom it may concern:


As a former homeowner at Boca Chica Village, and someone who resided there until October
31, 2020, I experienced firsthand the negative impacts  associated with having SpaceX locate
next to Boca Chica Beach in the midst of the Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife
Refuge.


Given the scope and magnitude of SpaceX's current plans, and the fact that they bear little to
no resemblance to what was originally proposed, it would be in the best interest of all
concerned for the FAA to conduct the more thorough Environmental Impact Statement rather
than merely an Environmental Assessment. An EA is insufficient. SpaceX is not adhering to
the 2014 Record of Decision and their presence has also created new and unforeseen
problems.


SpaceX is not being properly governed by government agencies at the local, state or federal
level. The associated problems are many. Here are a few issues that should be immediately
addressed.


1. Permits.
Apparently SpaceX needs no permits. None were sought for new construction or remodeling
of the houses, thus no oversight of any kind. No permits were ever displayed on the houses or
commercial buildings within the Village  as they were being built or remodeled. 


In a normal setting a permit is prominently displayed on the front of a house throughout the
duration of the construction. I cannot speak to whether permits were issued for the commercial
buildings, but it seems as if none were obtained.  A separate stand alone sign indicating
particulars about the work being performed normally is, and should have been, displayed.
Thus SpaceX employees are working in potentially unsafe environments as no permitting
likely means no inspections were performed.


Aren't there requirements for SpaceX to follow state and local laws?


2. Parking.
No monitoring of parking on Highway 4. Hundreds of SpaceX employees regularly park on
the shoulder of a state highway. This is dangerous and unacceptable. It's a huge accident
waiting to happen. 


If a car traveling west along the highway lost control and veered into oncoming traffic
traveling east, the eastbound car would have nowhere to go but into the hundreds of cars
taking up the shoulder of the roadway in its entirety.


Where is DPS in this? TXDOT? The Cameron County Sheriff's department?


SpaceX knows enough to build rockets, yet not enough to build a parking structure? This is a
huge safety issue for anyone that travels that stretch of Highway 4.


(b) (6)







3. Traffic.
Traffic is not being monitored. We are losing significant wildlife on a regular basis due to cars
and huge trucks traveling at high rates of speed totally unimpeded. The 55 mph sign is utterly
meaningless as no one is policing the highway.


Tragically a man's life was cut short as a direct result of SpaceX's negligence. He died from
injuries sustained in a completely preventable accident which occurred in the early morning
hours of Sunday, June 7, 2020.


Apparently, a subcontractor hired by SpaceX was obstructing Highway 4 near the entrance to
Boca Chica Village with a trailer of some kind. No one, not the subcontractor nor SpaceX,
took any responsibility for lighting the roadway, nor setting up cones, nor using flaggers or
anything to alert motorists of any potential danger. This is a dark stretch of highway, on a
curve.


In addition, most businesses do not operate on the 24 hour timetable that SpaceX does, thus
the average person would not be expecting a blockade on a state highway in the middle of a
dark night. Doing what exactly? Nothing important enough that anyone should have lost their
life for it.


If the subcontractor did not have a safety plan in place, which should be an essential
requirement, the responsibility for the lack of a safety plan should fall squarely on SpaceX's
shoulders.


A safety plan should be created and implemented to insure that this NEVER happens again. 


4. Closures. 
The 2014 ROD set out that the maximum number of hours for state Highway 4 and Boca
Chica beach to be closed for any given year was not to exceed 180 hours. 


However, in May 2020 alone, the closure number totalled 122 hours. The total number of
closure days was 15, many of which were 12 hour closures during the peak hours of the day,
for example 6am to 6pm or 9am to 9pm. 


This project was green lighted because SpaceX downplayed the amount of time they would
ask for closures within a year. They initially said 12 launches a year. 180 hours divided by 12
works out to 15 hours a month. That is an amount  most people could live with. However, 15
days of closures in a one month period is outrageous. The closure issue must be revisited.


Another part of the problem is the way the closure notices are conveyed to the Boca Chica
Village residents and to the public at large. There is a major communication breakdown and
not enough attention is spent on communicating closures in a timely manner. Or
communicating  changes regarding a planned closure. 


SpaceX should have a designated representative in charge of the lighted  message board on
Highway 4. A Cameron County official might post a message on a Friday announcing a
closure to occur Saturday or Sunday. Testing gets delayed and nothing changes on the sign.
The general public is led to believe the beach is closed when it isn't. The actual closures are
bad enough, however the times when the sign says the beach is closed when it isn't, is far
worse. 







The online notices that Cameron County posts are also problematic. That issue is being
addressed by other individuals.


The SpaceX notices are also not clear. They look as if someone, some unknown third party,
created them. SpaceX should make it clear, on every single notice, what entity is generating
the notice, and where to go with questions or concerns. 


On a personal note, SpaceX seemed to deliberately deliver the notices to our homes quite late
at night or extraordinarily early in the morning. I received notices as late as 10pm and as early
as 6am.


It felt like an aggressive action intended to intimidate us. SpaceX obviously did not, just in
that moment, decide on the closure times. Texas Parks and Wildlife, the Texas GLO, USFWS
and other agencies were notified ahead of time. Everyone, the Boca Chica Village people,
along with the general public and all of the various agencies should be notified at the same
time.


This is an enormous problem. These closures affect more people than you can possibly
imagine. Besides all the hundreds of individuals being regularly banned from Boca Chica
proper or the South Bay, fishermen in Port Isabel and South Padre Island cannot fish in certain
waters. Scientists cannot conduct their research. This problem absolutely must be addressed.
There is no transparency. These issues are affecting public roadways, lands, waters and
people's lives.


And because Cameron County, as an entity, operates within a Monday to Friday, 8 to 5 world,
the responsibility to monitor the signage should rest completely with SpaceX as they conduct
their business 24/7.


5. Lighting.
The lighting at the construction site and launch site is set up with only the on-site workers in
mind. There is no consideration given to the fact that their  lights practically blind passing
motorists. Highway 4 is a state highway, not a private road. Great care should be taken to
make sure that the lighting is directed downward, not outward, or somehow otherwise
contained. OSHA has strict regulations regarding lighting and illumination. Yet no one is
monitoring this situation.


The environmental impacts of the lighting on wildlife needs to be addressed as well. The too
bright lighting is disruptive in ways that are being addressed in other comments being
submitted.


6. Legal/Constitutional Issues.
Our constitutional rights are being violated in a number of ways.


The Texas House Bill that was passed in 2013, HB 2623, that supposedly gave SpaceX the
authority to close a public beach, was not placed on the ballot and was not voted on, thus it in
no way  amended the Texas Constitution. Whereas. the Texas Open Beaches Act did become
part of the Texas Constitution in 2009 via a Constitutional Amendment that Texans
overwhelmingly approved (77 percent of the people voted for it) and it was added into the
Texas Constitution under Article I, The Bill of Rights.
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Timothy Thomas Jarvis, PhD, CSP  


&  


Mary Feild Jarvis, PhD   


 


 


 


 


21 January 2021 


Subject:  Submittal of Comments  


Nota Bene:  These comments are prepared in response to the FAA’s Solicitation of 


Feedback during Public Scoping Period as Part of a Draft EA of SpaceX’s Plans to 


Launch of Starship-Super Heavy Prototypes from SpaceX Facility at Boca Chica, 


Texas.  (Valley Morning Star 24 December 2020). 


Submitted to: spacexbocachica@icf.com  


Applicable Regulatory Agency: Federal Aviation Administration  


Activity Proposed: Launch of Starship-Super Heavy Prototypes from SpaceX 


Facility at Boca Chica, Texas.  


Abbreviations:    


EIS:   Environmental Impact Statement  


EA:  Environmental Assessment  


FAA:  Federal Aviation Administration 


FONSI: Finding of No Significant Impact  


LNG:    Liquified Natural Gas 


NEPA:  National Environmental Policy Act 


 


Comment 1: The FAA be removed as the lead agency to administer the National 


Environmental Policy Act for actions at the SpaceX Boca Chica launch site.  


We strongly believe that the FAA should not be in a position to govern this 


particular National Environmental Policy Act’s action.   The FAA’s track record on 


(b) (6)
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overseeing SpaceX’s work at the Boca Chica Launch Facility is, in our opinion, a 


failure.  In this matter, it seem to us that the FAA has lacked the public’s best 


interests, the political independence, and the managerial wisdom to properly and 


safely control SpaceX’s work to date.   The leadership and staff at the FAA seem to 


view the NEPA process as a sort of “game”, or a dodge.  The FAA appears to work 


to avoid public input and/or involvement into SpaceX operations by fulfilling only 


the letter of the Act---not the intent of the Act.  It is relatively simple for an 


agency to “hide” key documents from the public, limit information available to 


the public, or make routes to public involvement obscure or difficult.   For 


example, the FAA has openly demonstrated its unwillingness, or inability, to 


manage the SpaceX EIS process or operation at the Boca Chica site as witnessed 


by the following findings: 


1.1 It is not clear why the FAA is the regulatory oversight.  To our 


knowledge, no governmental body has explained how the Boca Chica 


Launch site was converted from a State of Texas Park, to a Cameron 


County Park, thus allowing the site’s takeover by SpaceX (a private 


company).   What occurred was unknown to the public and appears 


highly suspicious.     


1.2 The site is adjacent to environmentally-sensitive federal lands, which 


have been impacted by fire from the launches.   The FAA has failed to 


disclose this fact openly.  This failure is further highlighted by the fact 


that no SpaceX employee was criminally charged for destruction of a 


wildlife sanctuary.     


1.3 The FAA failed to shut down the SpaceX operations at the Boca Chica 


launch site after SpaceX’s failure caused the burning of over one 


hundred acers of wildlife refuge. People living near the site have already 


been seriously impacted and inconvenienced by the launches.  If SpaceX 


is allowed to launch heavier rockets and increase the frequency of 


launches the impact of residents will worsen.  This strongly underlines 


the FAA’s inability or reluctance to properly oversee, and manage the 


SpaceX operations at Boca Chica in the public, the tax payer, and the 


environment’s best interests.   
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1.4 The original SpaceX Boca Chica EIS leading to a FONSI determination by 


the FAA does not exist in any public format available to us.  Thus, for 


purposes of the current NEPA process this FONSI does not exist and 


should not be referred to or relied upon.   By law and regulation, a NEPA 


document must be widely and readily available to any member of the 


public that wishes to review the document.   However, we have 


searched for and requested this document since 2014 and have not 


received even a notice that it existed, let alone where to find it.  We 


have formally requested information to where the document exists, 


either in paper format or electronic format, but have not even received 


recognition of our request let alone an answer.  We therefore submit 


that the oft-cited original 2014 SpaceX Boca Chica Launch Facility EIS 


must be imaginary and consequently should not be cited or referred to 


in any manner or for any purpose—legal or bureaucratic.      


1.5 To us the evidence shows that the FAA’s management in this action is 


either to sloppy or to politically compromised to effectively protect the 


citizens or natural resources of the United States via the NEPA process.  


In our opinion, this yields two (2) courses of action: 


 First, the FAA must prove it is technically competent, independent, 


and not politically compromised in order to manage the NEPA 


process in this matter.  If it cannot,  


 Second, the NEPA regulatory oversight should be handed over to a 


competent, independent, and non-politically compromised 


regulatory agency.    


Comment 2: An independent grand jury should be impaneled to investigate and 


review the public and private actions and all the steps taken to turn taken to 


convert the Boca Chica site from State Park to a County Park into a private facility 


overseen by an absentee Federal agency (FAA).   


A grand jury should be impaneled to investigate this transformation and insure 


that all administrative action required were legal and accomplished without 


bribes, kickbacks, or intimidation of the public officials involved, whether county, 


State or Federal.  The grand jury scope should include the production and 
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approval of the 2014 EIS and that lands subsequent approval of dangerous 


activities of questionable value and risk to the surrounding human population, the 


environment, United States’ security, and humanity.  


Comment 3:  The FAA should publically, and openly, publish its intentions and 


guidelines for use in fulfilling its duties under the National Environmental Policy 


Act.  


The intent of the EA should be published by the FAA.   For Example: is the intent 


to protect the citizens and natural resources of the United States from potential 


harm from the proposed action, or is the intent of the EA to quickly fulfill the 


paperwork requirements necessary for SpaceX to continue operations?   Please 


note that referring to laws (Federal and State) that require the EA’s adherence 


does NOT fulfill the requirement to clearly state the intent of the EA.   


The names and positions of people tasked to read and respond to the comments 


should be made available to commenters along with each reviewer’s resume and 


proof of technical and scientific competence to address the comments.  In 


addition, a certification of independence and absence of untoward influence 


should be made publically available for each reviewer.    


Comment 4: SpaceX should immediately halt all activities at the Boca Chica launch 


site until all safety concerns have been addressed to the satisfaction of all 


concerned public citizens.  


The Keystone Cops inspired Boca Chica SpaceX Launch team seems determined to 


burn up all vegetation, wildlife, and peoples of Deep South Texas.  Plus, the team 


thinks it is humorous when their incompetence causes deflagration of wildlife 


refuges, county roads, beaches, and structures.  SpaceX obviously has no regard 


for the natural resources or peoples of the Boca Chica area or Cameron County.  


They act as though they are free to destroy everything in the Boca Chica area 


without apology or remuneration---in short we and what we treasure are 


expendable to SpaceX.    


The proven total disregard for the citizens and natural resources of Cameron 


County Texas is evident in all aspects of SpaceX’s Boca Chica operations.   SpaceX 
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has proven that they do not possess the professional responsibility or 


competence to conduct potentially- dangerous actions safely or successfully.   All 


actions at the Boca Chica Launch Site should first be proven to be safe to conduct 


elsewhere---for example on Long Island, New York.   Once that is proven and 


accepted by New York authorities, then and only then, should the action should 


be considered at Boca Chica and be presented to the citizens of Texas for 


consideration.    


Comment 5:  The Boca Chica Launch Site is located on the border with the 


Republic of Mexico.   As such, it seems to us that the interests (both 


environmental and public health and safety) of the State of Tamaulipas  and 


Mexico should be considered and addressed.  Has any contact been made with 


their regulatory authorities?  


Comment 6: The writers of the proposed NEPA document EA should review and 


consider the documents (permit applications, public comments, technical 


releases, etc.) related to the proposed Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) facilities 


planned for locations near Port Isabel, Texas on the Brownsville Ship Channel.  


These locations are within five (5) miles or less of the existing SpaceX Launch site.  


Please note that the regulatory record and public comments for these proposed 


LNG facilities address many concerns of the public and environmental 


considerations that are directly applicable to the proposed SpaceX operations.   


There are three (3) proposed LNG facilities, each requiring multiple (Federal and 


State of Texas) permits, and thus contain multiple sets of public comments.      


Comment 7:  The FAA’s inability to oversee this NEPA action is underscored by the 


fact that the wrong email address for the submittal of comments was published in 


the local newspapers (See Valley Morning Star 24DEC2020), with no subsequent 


errata published.   The email address (although incorrect) appears to belong to 


SpaceX.  Where is the FAA oversight here?  Or, is FAA relying on SpaceX to give 


them the public input?  In addition, the newspaper listed no physical mailing 


address to use for comment submittal.   Consequently, a prospective commenter 


is forced to have access to the internet and even so would be using an erroneous 


email address.   In other words, no one would take delivery of submitted 
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comments.   In addition, there has been a total lack of information about the 


proposed action appearing in Spanish.    


If competent people were in control of this operation, then the error of publishing 


a fraudulent email would have been detected and an immediate correction 


(errata) published.  This did not happen.  Accordingly, either publishing the 


erroneous email was intentional or the people managing the operation are 


careless.    


Further, and of deeper concern, is the fact that no notification about the 


proposed action was made in Spanish.  Cameron County is over 98 percent 


Hispanic and sits on the border with Mexico.   The majority of the public are 


Spanish-language dominant.  These failings and omissions are akin to planning an 


operation in Hawaii and being surprised that there is an ocean nearby.   In our 


opinion, they set a new low point of incompetence, or obfuscation, by both the 


FAA and SpaceX employees.    


We were ultimately able to access other online out-of-town newspaper articles 


and finally obtain the correct email address.  This took luck and addition time on 


our part.    


 


Sincerely,  


 


Mary F. Jarvis, PhD                                                       Timothy T. Jarvis, PhD, CSP 


 












From: thomas gerleman
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Cc:  Dave Mosher
Subject: Comments on SpaceX environmental study for Boca Chica Texas
Date: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 6:53:46 PM
Attachments: FAA SpaceX Scoping Comments Gerleman.pdf


(b) (6)












From: Rich Wassall
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comments on Starship orbital launches
Date: Sunday, December 27, 2020 2:32:24 PM


This should be approved.  Any environmental impact is of minor significance given the barren nature of the launch
site.  Whatever lower life forms are on site will adapt.  It’s Texas.  Please fast track your regulatory review with
approval.  Thank you.


- Rich Wassall


Sent from my iPad








From: felipe cernas
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comments, SpaceX, Orbit.
Date: Thursday, December 24, 2020 8:55:49 AM
Attachments: 20201224 055424.jpg


Felipe C.








From: Robert Zaid
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Comments
Date: Thursday, December 24, 2020 2:22:35 PM


I am in favor of space exploration but have some concerns.


1.  If every country has a company that wants to explore space, is there some intercountry agreement that
coordinates who can enter space and when/ colonize planets


2.  Same idea with satelites.  Are we obscuring view of space and ability for future missions with satellites and who
regulates this?  What if mexico does the same and 100 other countries.  What collaboration exists?  Should we start
it?


Robert Zaid
(b) (6)





















From: Xavier Richardson
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Deny Elon Musk’s expansion
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 4:17:12 PM


Federal Aviation Administration,


Billionaire Elon Musk’s plan to expand Space X in the Rio Grande Valley is rooted in a
colonizer agenda and will be harmful to marginalized communities in the RGV. Please put a
stop to it.


Xavier Richardson 


Helotes, Texas 78023


(b) (6)
















From: ileen Montemayor
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Deny SpaceX Expansion
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 3:40:10 PM


Federal Aviation Administration,


Hello, I am writing to ask you to deny the expansion of SpaceX. As a native to the Rio Grande
Valley area and being born in Brownsville, I have seen the negative effects that SpaceX has
had on my community so far, and I do not want to see these grow. SpaceX has already
harmed the environment and pushed locals out of their homes, and I do not want them to
expand or be able to drill for gas. Please DENY the expansion. Thank you.


ileen Montemayor 


san benito, Texas 78586


(b) (6)
















From: Charles Cornell
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Deny the expansion
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 7:42:07 PM


Federal Aviation Administration,


I am writing to ask you to deny the expansion of SpaceX. They have lied to us from the
beginning and continue to deny us access to Boca Chica Beach far more often than was
originally stated. There is no other private entity in Texas who can close any public beach
supposedly guaranteed by our State Constitution. This is a travesty. They lied about their
footprint on sensitive previously environmentally protected land. The impact on endangered
species has not been addressed. Please do not allow this as they are not good Stewards of
the Land and their intrusion is harmful. Take a drive out there and see for yourself how they
have trashed the area. Thanks for your consideration.


Charles Cornell 
 


. 
Rio Hondo, Texas 78583


(b) (6)
















From: Jessica Mason
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Do not allow billionaires to ruin communities
Date: Sunday, January 24, 2021 1:46:14 AM


Federal Aviation Administration,


My name is Jessica Mason and I am writing the object the building of SpaceX in and near
indigenous land. The benefits of job creation do not outweigh then negative effects of
environmental pollution. What good will those jobs be if people aren’t healthy enough to work.
This is cruel, unjust and short sighted. Brownsville deserves better.


Jessica Mason 
 


 
Dallas, Texas 75227


(b) (6)
















From: Bruce Perens
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Document for SpaceX public scoping
Date: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 6:33:25 PM
Attachments: FAA SpaceX 1.pdf


Hello,


I have attached a PDF for the SpaceX public scoping. Would you please reply and
acknowledge service of this document?


    Many Thanks


    Bruce Perens


-- 
Bruce Perens - CEO at stealth startup. I'll tell you what it is eventually :-)








From: Xóchitl Ramirez
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Elon Musk does not have dominion in the RGV
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 5:43:46 PM


Federal Aviation Administration,


Hello,


I’m writing as a citizen of Texas that SpaceX and Elon Musk should not be allowed to expand
in Boca Chica Beach. The land that is in the Rio Grande Valley belongs to the people and
should be used by them only. There are a number of native flora and fauna in the area that
should also be taken into consideration, a lot of it is endangered and we do not trust SpaceX
to cultivate the land with integrity. Their plans to expand should be denied by the FAA. Thank
you.


Xóchitl Ramirez 
 


 
Houston, Texas 77066


(b) (6)
















From: Charles Datz
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: Elon Musk, wants to launch a new Starship rocket system to orbit from Boca Chica, Texas.
Date: Thursday, December 24, 2020 9:44:42 AM


FAA:
 
I think the SpaceX Starship will have to prove out it self for a number of years of flight hours to prove it is
reliable for liftoff flights over the USA.
Elon Musk wants to run the Starship like an airline and to cut the cost, fights out of Texas would help.
The day will come when rockets fights to and from space will be as safe as an airplane. But not right now,
after 100,000 or 200,000 safe takeoffs' and landings, then think about it.
Thank you for letting me comment.  
Regards,
Charles Datz
  








   
  
 January 21, 2021 
 


To the FAA under the email address provided for public response 


Comments on FAA Programmatic Environmental Assessment SpaceX 


My family and I have owned property at Boca Chica village since 1987.  
I share the concerns raised in the following paragraphs. It is clear that the FAA has not monitored 


compliance, nor sought input from affected stakeholders.  
In addition to the issues raised below, two personal reflections. The traffic situation has been 


appalling with wildlife destroyed by careless late night drivers, and state highways and private roadways 
ruined by reckless use of unsuitable vehicles, as well as at least one human fatality. Second, the 
environmental impact is not confined to large-scale depredations and burn-offs, but also to disregard for 
public and private property on a small scale. Only the past two years have I had to clean my property of 
plastic bottles, cans, and other debris: SpaceX personnel and workers have shown no respect for anyone’s 
property but their own. 


The FAA’s public announcement that they are “in the beginning stages of conducting an 
environmental review” is a misstatement of fact.  The FAA actually began their review in February 2020 
and had a partial Draft Environmental Assessment done in May 2020. Furthermore, the FAA has allowed 
SpaceX to determine which level of new environmental review is needed, a violation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and FAA’s own written NEPA-implementation policies, per the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration Order 1050.1F. 


First, we very strongly urge the FAA to do the more thorough Environmental Impact Statement 
rather than an EA.  The actions of SpaceX are now significantly different and greater in scope than the 
original project the FAA authorized in its 2014 Record of Decision (ROD).  We contend that these actions 
have, and will continue to have, increasingly more significant human and environmental impacts.   


The SpaceX project that the FAA authorized in 2014 was to allow the permitting of up to 12 launches 
of the Falcon 9 and Falcon Heavy rockets per year, and “smaller reusable suborbital launch vehicles.”  The 
SpaceX footprint in the area was limited; a 21-acre launch site and two launch control sites approximately 
2 miles away.  The project now is much larger and different in purpose and scope. This is particularly 
important as the SpaceX sites are essentially (except for a few small private inholdings) surrounded to the 
south and the west by the Boca Chica Unit of the Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge, to 
the north by Boca Chica State Park and South Bay (the first Texas Coastal Preserve), and to the east by 
Boca Chica Beach and the Gulf of Mexico.  Biologically this is a very productive and sensitive area, with one of the 
highest levels of plant and animal diversity of any national wildlife refuge in North America, and with more federally and 
state listed endangered, threatened, rare, and species of concern than any other refuge.  The following is a list of 
proposed SpaceX actions that were not part of their 2014 EIS, all of which are adding additional 
environmental impacts and therefore warrant a new EIS.  They include but are not limited to: 


1.  The development, fabrication and testing of an entirely new rocket (Starship/Super Heavy) which 
will be the largest and most powerful rocket ever built, using 50% more fuel that the Saturn V, fuel 
that is more volatile and explosive (liquid oxygen and liquefied methane) than that of the Falcon 9 
and Falcon Heavy, on which the 2014 EIS was predicated. 


2. SpaceX’s manufacturing and production facilities were not part of the 2014 EIS, and their overall 
environmental “footprint” of both the Launch Control Center Area (LCCA) and the Vertical 
Launch Area (VLA) has expanded greatly. VLA personnel has gone from “30 to 100” in 2019 to 
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450, with 24/7 lighting and activity.  This is occurring in an area surrounded by state park, national 
wildlife refuge, public beach, and endangered & threatened species and critical habitat. 


3. The 2014 EIS and ROD allowed for up to 12 launches per year of the Falcon 9 or Falcon Heavy, 
rockets already tested and in use.  The new SpaceX plan calls for the following:  


a. 10 Super Heavy static fire engine tests per year. Super Heavy has 37 raptor engines.   
b. 50 Starship static fire engine tests per year. Starship has up to 6 raptor engines.   
c. 20 Starship suborbital flights per year.   
d. 8 Starship/Super Heavy orbital launches per year.   
e. And quoting the May 2020 FAA Draft EA, “As flight tests become more successful 


SpaceX anticipates increasing orbital launch events…” meaning that testing and launch 
frequency of events are open-ended. 


4. Not included in the 2014 EIS was the present plan to drill 5 natural gas wells, to then collect, 
purify, liquefy (liquefied natural gas), store and use the methane.  At 5.5 acres each, and adjacent to 
state and federal wildlife refuge land, the impacts and potential hazards of these operations in 
themselves warrant an EIS. 


5. A desalination plant. 
6. SpaceX plans to vent methane into the atmosphere, both from its facilities and from its launch 


vehicles. There was no mention of methane in the 2014 EIS.  Now there will be methane 
production, storage and fuel.  Will the methane fuel be piped in, trucked in, or produced onsite?  
What will be the cumulative greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the testing, launching, burning 
and venting of methane and other fuels? 


7. SpaceX plans on greatly increasing closures, (from 180 hours/year to 500 hours/year) of the entire 
area which includes much of State Hwy 4, Boca Chica beach, Boca Chica State Park, the Boca 
Chica Unit of the Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge, South Bay Coastal Preserve, 
and Palmito Ranch National Battlefield.  These are public lands and are not to be de-facto 
privatized. Further, we note that SpaceX has already exceeded the 180 hours/year (over 180 hours in just one 
month, March 2020), without any apparent enforcement effort by FAA. 


8. There was no launch failure safety analysis in the 2014 EIS that included a rocket of 
Starship/Super Heavy in size. 


9. There was no environmental analysis of possible impact on South Bay Coastal Preserve of a rocket 
coming down (whole or in pieces) with up to 5,200 metric tons of rocket fuel.  The consequences 
could be catastrophic and unmitigable.  


10. There was no cumulative impact analysis that included the three permitted liquefied natural gas 
export terminals within 5 miles of the launch site, including larger debris field, greater and more 
frequent explosion & fire risks, greater noise, light, vibration, sonic booms, and release (intentional 
or accidental) of hazardous fuels and vapors.  What will be the risks to South Padre Island, Port 
Isabel and Long Island Village, 5 miles away?  Cumulative impact analysis also needs to evaluate 
safety of the Jupiter LLC plan for a light crude refinery and offshore oil terminal. 


11. The vastly greater amount of traffic-related wildlife mortality on Highway 4, fourteen miles of 
which is surrounded on both sides by national wildlife refuge.  11,000 dump trucks have already 
moved material from Southmost to the VLA for building up the launch site base, causing impacts 
to Hwy 4, refuge fences due to vehicle crashes, and wildlife mortality from traffic volume.  Traffic 
volume continues to be excessive due to continuous construction that was never evaluated in the 
NEPA process. 


12. Significant decline in Snowy Plover nests (federally threatened species) in the mud flats around the 
VLA in 2020, the first year of significant SpaceX testing and launching.  Other wading and 
shorebird species are also at risk (e.g., Piping Plover, a federally endangered species), as are 
migrating passerines that “fall out” in the area during weather events. 







13. Possible deleterious effects of the dramatic increase in number and size of static engine testing and 
launches on sea turtles and their nesting on Boca Chica beach, particularly the critically endangered 
Kemp’s Ridley. 


14. The 2014 EIS is approximately seven years old. 
15. Unlike an EA, an EIS guarantees maximum public input and participation 


   The FAA’s NEPA procedures implementing the National Environmental Policy Act define when a 
Supplemental EIS is needed, or not.  By all three criteria the new and expanded SpaceX plan warrants an 
EIS.  The following was cited in the FAA’s 2014 SpaceX EIS. [FAA Order 1050.1F, Section 9-2] “A 
Supplemental EIS is not needed if: 


1. “The proposed Action conforms to plans or projects for which a prior EIS has been filed 
and there are no substantial changes in the Proposed Action that are relevant to 
environmental concerns.” 
 SpaceX has in fact never launched a Falcon 9 or Falcon Heavy rocket from Boca Chica 
and now has no plans to do so.  It has instead turned its site and activities into something 
unrecognizable in the original EIS and ROD; a large and expanding complex to manufacture, 
fabricate, assemble and test the Starship/Super Heavy rocket.  These are substantial changes not 
addressed in the Proposed Action. 
 The Starship and Super Heavy booster together will be larger than the approved Falcon 9 
and Falcon Heavy by an order of magnitude, standing 39 stories tall, with nine million lbs. of 
propellants, nearly 50% more than NASA’s Saturn V rocket used to launch moon-landing Apollo 
missions.   
 Round-the-clock experimental testing has already increased significantly SpaceX’s footprint 
by enlarging its acreage, its number of buildings, its number of employees and contractors, its 
hours of beach and refuge closure, and its number of test firings and pressure tests.  All these 
things significantly increase environmental and public use impacts and none them are in the 
original EIS.   
 In addition, in the short time since SpaceX has conducted operations at the Boca Chica 
site, there have been multiple accidental explosions that disrupted people’s lives, scattered rocket 
debris and caused wildfires that have consumed more than 100 acres of native habitat on national 
wildlife refuge land.  These serious impacts are likely to continue to occur and illustrate how critical 
it is for the FAA to initiate a new EIS process, and for federal regulators to exercise meaningful, 
legally required oversight.   There are major and unanticipated changes from the activities 
proposed in the 2014 EIS because no testing of engines for the Falcon rocket family was planned 
or needed. Now, with the development of raptor engines, Starship and Super Heavy, testing will be 
frequent and accidents to some degree will continue.  Impacts are now much more significant. 
 


2. “Data and analysis contained in the previous EIS are still substantially valid and there are 
no significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and 
bearings on the Proposed Action or its impacts.” 


The construction, testing and firing of the massive Starship and Heavy Booster will have 
much greater impacts.  Because of the very substantial changes to the actions taking place at this 
site, virtually all the impact analysis in the 2014 EIS is now out of date, inaccurate and misleading.   
 Specifically, new analysis needs to be prepared for the significant effects that are occurring, 
such as noise, light, frequency of events, fires & explosions, larger areas of direct and indirect 
impacts (likely to include the towns of South Padre Island, Port Isabel, Long Island Village.  
 The permitted liquefied natural gas (LNG) liquefaction export terminals on the Brownsville 
Ship Channel), the storage of much more rocket propellant that is more volatile and explosive, 







impacts to wildlife, wetlands, vegetation and endangered and threatened species, and public access 
to recreation, South Bay, Palmito Ranch Battlefield Site, and Boca Chica beach all require a new 
and more complete analysis.  In other words, an EIS is necessary. 
 Under economic impacts another issue is missing entirely.  The latest license for the 
Starship tests requires $198 million in third party liability, and federal indemnification for losses 
beyond that.  This is higher than is required for any Falcon 9 or Falcon Heavy launch from 
Vandenberg AFB or Kennedy/Cape Canaveral, suggesting a far larger risk zone than was included 
in the EIS or ROD.  And this probably doesn’t include liability for the potential $20 billion LNG 
terminals and LNG tankers that will likely be in the expanded risk zone.  
 


3. “All pertinent conditions and requirements of the prior approval have, or will be, met in 
the current actions.”   
 The FAA has done an inadequate job in ensuring SpaceX compliance with many of the 
conditions in its 2014 Record of Decision.  An example is the closure of Highway 4 and Boca 
Chica beach, which was to be limited to no more than 180 hours per year.  In just the past 3 
months of this year closures have exceeded 225 hours, often with confusing and inadequate prior 
notifications and last-minute changes and revocations.  Nevertheless, SpaceX now wants to nearly 
triple its beach closure “quota.”   
 To increasingly deny access to eight miles of public beach, state park land, national wildlife 
refuge & national park is a significant human impact and needs to be addressed, particularly as 
much of the experimental engine and rocket testing could be done at a safer and less public testing 
location elsewhere.   
 Given the wholly different purpose of the project, FAA needs, as part of the Supplemental 
EIS, to revisit the alternatives evaluation.  Alternatives should include 1) launching and re-landing 
Starship & Heavy Booster on floating offshore platform off the South Texas coast, a possibility 
Elon Musk has publicly mentioned and for which job positions have been listed, and 2) launching 
Starship/Heavy Booster from Cape Canaveral, and re-landing on an offshore platform, a 
technology which was developed by SpaceX and used often for its Falcon 9 rocket.  NASA 
supports SpaceX using Kennedy Space Center Launch Complex 39-A for Starship/Super Heavy.   
 FAA’s May 2020 Draft EA states, under Alternatives, “Constructing a new site for 
Starship/Super Heavy would result in extensive environmental impacts, and so was not analyzed 
further.”  “Extensive environmental impacts” is an apt description of what SpaceX is doing to 
Boca Chica.  


One further scoping recommendation.  The FAA needs to delineate a clear and unambiguous 
enforcement mechanism to ensure compliance with whatever mitigation measures are required.  Given its 
role in facilitating the U.S. space program, the FAA appears ill-suited or unwilling to the task of ensuring 
that environmental resources are respected and protected.  FAA enforcement of the 2014 ROD 
conditions was marginal at best. Because SpaceX’s impacts are certain to be significant, an Environmental 
Assessment is insufficient.  A new EIS with a vigorous public input process is not just warranted by 
NEPA and the FAA’s own criteria; it is required and urgently needed.  Until that is done the FAA should 
prohibit any expansion in either SpaceX’s footprint or testing and launching activities at the Boca Chica 
site. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Electronically signed by 
Thomas Gerleman 












From: Council, Sherman (FAA)
To: gavin
Subject: RE: MAMA moving forward with Oscoda horizontal spaceport licensing
Date: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 7:08:00 PM


Hi, Gavin.  Sure.  Feel free to call.


Regards-


Sherman


Sherman Council
Aerospace Engineer – License Lead
ASA-100 Safety Authorization Division
Operational Safety Directorate, Commercial Space Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Sherman.council@faa.gov
202-570-5819


-----Original Message-----
From: gavin <gavin@michman.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 2:08 PM
To: Council, Sherman (FAA) <sherman.council@faa.gov>
Subject: Re: MAMA moving forward with Oscoda horizontal spaceport licensing


Sherman,


Friday at 1400 Eastern works to connect. Would you like me to call you?


My best,


Gavin


Sent from my iPad


> On Aug 3, 2021, at 10:27 AM, Council, Sherman (FAA) <sherman.council@faa.gov> wrote:
>
> ﻿Hi, Gavin.  We are available on Fri 6 Aug at 1100 Pacific [1400 Eastern].
>
> Let me know if you have any questions.
>
> Regards-
>
> Sherman
>
> Sherman Council
> Aerospace Engineer - License Lead
> ASA-100 Safety Authorization Division
> Operational Safety Directorate, Commercial Space Transportation
> Federal Aviation Administration Sherman.council@faa.gov
> 202-570-5819
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: gavin <gavin@michman.org>
> Sent: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 6:58 AM
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> To: Council, Sherman (FAA) <sherman.council@faa.gov>
> Subject: RE: MAMA moving forward with Oscoda horizontal spaceport
> licensing
>
> Sherman,
>
> Does Friday work in your schedule to connect?  I am free after 1 pm.  If Friday doesn't work, how does next week,
Monday or Tuesday, work?
>
> My best,
>
> Gavin
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Council, Sherman (FAA) <sherman.council@faa.gov>
> Sent: Monday, August 2, 2021 1:37 PM
> To: gavin <gavin@michman.org>
> Subject: RE: MAMA moving forward with Oscoda horizontal spaceport
> licensing
>
> Hi, Gavin.  I hope all is well and that you are staying safe.
>
> It turns out, we have a conflict with today 2 Aug but I'm confident we can find time later this week.
>
> I'd recommend checking and aligning calendars for Wed -Fri this week.
>
> Let me know if you have any questions.
>
> Regards-
>
> Sherman
>
> Sherman Council
> Aerospace Engineer - License Lead
> ASA-100 Safety Authorization Division
> Operational Safety Directorate, Commercial Space Transportation
> Federal Aviation Administration Sherman.council@faa.gov
> 202-570-5819
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: gavin <gavin@michman.org>
> Sent: Monday, July 26, 2021 10:13 AM
> To: Council, Sherman (FAA) <sherman.council@faa.gov>
> Subject: RE: MAMA moving forward with Oscoda horizontal spaceport
> licensing
>
> Sherman,
>
> Thank you for getting back to me and I'd like to look at either this Friday at 8 am to 9 am or next Monday August
2 from 10am to noon.
>
> If either of those two times do not work for you, we can look at more alternative times.
>
> My best,
>
> Gavin
>







> -----Original Message-----
> From: Council, Sherman (FAA) <sherman.council@faa.gov>
> Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 8:26 PM
> To: gavin <gavin@michman.org>
> Subject: RE: MAMA moving forward with Oscoda horizontal spaceport
> licensing
>
> Hi, Gavin.  I apologize for not responding before now.  There's been focused attention during the last two weeks
on human space flight.
>
> Please provide your availability for next week so that we can reengage.
>
> Let me know if you have any questions.
>
> Regards-
>
> Sherman
>
> Sherman Council
> Aerospace Engineer - License Lead
> ASA-100 Safety Authorization Division
> Operational Safety Directorate, Commercial Space Transportation
> Federal Aviation Administration Sherman.council@faa.gov
> 202-570-5819
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Council, Sherman (FAA)
> Sent: Friday, July 9, 2021 6:37 PM
> To: gavin <gavin@michman.org>
> Subject: RE: MAMA moving forward with Oscoda horizontal spaceport
> licensing
>
> Hi, Gavin.  Thank you for the update.  We will get back to you.
>
> Let me know if you have any questions.
>
> Regards-
>
> Sherman
>
> Sherman Council
> Aerospace Engineer - License Lead
> ASA-100 Safety Authorization Division
> Operational Safety Directorate, Commercial Space Transportation
> Federal Aviation Administration Sherman.council@faa.gov
> 202-570-5819
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: gavin <gavin@michman.org>
> Sent: Friday, July 9, 2021 10:57 AM
> To: Council, Sherman (FAA) <sherman.council@faa.gov>
> Subject: MAMA moving forward with Oscoda horizontal spaceport
> licensing
>
> Sherman,
>
> I hope this finds you well.







>
> We are now in position to start the licensing process with the FAA for the horizontal spaceport at Oscoda. We are
in the finalizing process with contracts for the consultants working with us on the licensing process.
>
> Is there a good time next week to connect with you to formally engage the FAA-AST office to start the process?
>
> Thank you and we are still on schedule as we have shared earlier.
>
> My best,
>
> Gavin Brown
> Michigan Aerospace Manufacturers Association
> 231-392-5898
> gavin@michman.org
>
> Sent from my iPad








From: Vi Love
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: boca chica beach
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 10:09:35 PM


Federal Aviation Administration,


i DO NOT want space x expanding here. my family has been coming to this beach for
generations.


Vi Love 


 Texas 77459
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From: frank balls
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: colonizing the rgv
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 1:32:26 AM


Federal Aviation Administration,


you fucking suck elon musk kill yourself


frank balls 
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From: monica mark
To: SpaceXBocaChica
Subject: do not support expansion of space x
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 8:11:47 PM


Federal Aviation Administration,


As a lifelong resident of the Rio Grande Valley, and as someone descended from a family
indigenous to the area, I can fully say I DO NOT support the expansion of the SpaceX facility
in Brownsville Texas. The existing facility has already proved disruptive to the people living
here, with frequent public beach closures and explosions. And it has proven destructive, as a
neighboring wildlife area recently caught fire due to those explosions. In addition, there are
three Liquified Natural Gas processing plants slated to be built within the blast zone of these
explosions, a deadly combination for those of us that live here. The people of the Rio Grande
Valley wish to protect the last pristine coastline in the state, not hand it to the highest bidder to
do as he pleases. Our children deserve clean air, clean water, and clean beaches.


monica mark 
 


 
harlingen, Texas 78552
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